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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
THE SHIFT FROM CONSPICUOUS TO INCONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION  
AND THE MESSAGES HIDDEN IN PLAIN SIGHT 
by 
Jaclyn L. Tanenbaum 
Florida International University, 2019 
Miami, Florida 
Professor Anthony Miyazaki, Major Professor 
With the growing fragmentation of the luxury consumer market, the increasing 
mix of conspicuous and inconspicuous products offered by luxury brands, and the 
overlapping motivations for (in)conspicuous consumption behavior in the marketing 
literature, this research investigates under which circumstances a luxury consumer will 
choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Three studies, 
two with experimental designs, are conducted to test the proposed Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption and determine if the proposed model can be used to 
predict, and ultimately change, consumption behavior among certain luxury consumers.  
The proposed model purports that construal level, sender cultural capital (e.g., the 
knowledge to know the difference between seemingly plain and inconspicuously branded 
luxury products), and the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital are the 
underlying mechanisms that influence the choice to engage in either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous consumption.   
Results reveal that the level in which luxury consumers construe luxury products 
was inversely related to the amount of cultural capital they maintain for luxury products.  
vii 
 
Lower (more concrete) construal level luxury consumers had more cultural capital than 
higher (more abstract) luxury consumers.  Results also revealed the effect of cultural 
capital on whether to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption was 
moderated by the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital.  Higher cultural 
capital luxury consumers were more likely to engage in inconspicuous consumption 
when they perceived their audience also to have a higher amount of cultural capital, but 
were more likely to engage in conspicuous consumption when they perceived their 
audience to have a lower amount of cultural capital.  This effect was attenuated among 
lower cultural capital luxury consumers, as they were more likely to engage in 
conspicuous consumption regardless of their perceptions of their audience.  Finally, this 
research used the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption to target initially 
higher (more abstract) construal level luxury consumers who had lower cultural capital to 
change their consumption behavior to engage in inconspicuous consumption over 
conspicuous consumption under certain circumstances. 
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CHAPTER I:  INTRODUCTION 
 
Hidden symbols, discreet code words, and other forms of secret communication 
have permeated throughout our culture for centuries.  These secret forms of 
communication are not just for conspiracy theorists.  Symbols are mainstream and 
communicate secret information to people who know where to look for them and how to 
interpret them, people who are “in the know.”  If people know where to look, they can 
find an array of hidden symbols and secret messages in many everyday places, brands 
and logos, and marketing messages including: Masonic symbols on the American dollar, 
the embedded arrow between the “E” and “X” in the FedEx logo, the secret “off-menu” 
Land, Sea, and Air sandwich at McDonalds, Star Wars robots R2-D2 and C-3PO 
appearing in the Raiders of the Lost Ark movie, coded messages or secret rooms hidden 
in the Lincoln Memorial and the Eiffel Tower, a UFO flying over Mary’s head in 
Domenico Ghirlandaio’s famous painting The Madonna with Saint Giovannino, and 
Hidden Mickeys scattered throughout the Walt Disney theme parks worldwide.    
Symbols and secret messages are not just in the world around us; they are on us 
too.  Symbols are on the clothes a person wears, the handbag a woman carries, or the 
accessories a person chooses to display.  What a person wears and how they choose to 
wear it communicates who that person is and what he or she believes, whether they 
realize it or not.  As fashion designer Miuccia Prada puts it, "What you wear is how you 
present yourself to the world, especially today when human contacts are so quick. 
Fashion is an instant language." Other luxury fashion designers echo Prada’s sentiment.  
Karl Lagerfeld, the lead designer at Channel and founder of the luxury brand Chloé, said, 
“Fashion is a language that creates itself in clothes to interpret reality.” Rachel Zoe, 
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celebrity stylist and fashion house designer, believes "Style is a way to say who you are 
without having to speak." What these and other luxury fashion designers are saying is 
that fashion is not just about style.  It is a form of or style of communication.   
Consumers can use particular brands as a means to communicate or signal certain 
messages about themselves to others.  To do this, fashion as a communication style can 
be overt and more obvious (conspicuous; e.g., clothing and accessories with the logo or 
designer/brand name prominently displayed), or discreet and more subtle (inconspicuous; 
e.g., clothing and accessories without the designer/brand name on it at all or with a subtle 
product cue only recognized by some).  While many luxury fashion products convey 
overt messages, there also are fashion products that convey hidden messages.  Luxury 
fashion products with subtle signals and messages hidden in plain sight include the 
infamous red bottoms on a pair of Christian Louboutin high heels, the signature stitching 
pattern and hidden Buddha on True Religion jeans, clothing designer Lily Pulitzer’s 
signature subtly placed on each of her clothes, and the crown situated in the twelve 
o’clock position on Rolex watches.  These brands incorporate seemingly subtle messages 
or brand cues designed to go unnoticed by the masses yet send an unmistakable message 
only to those in the know.  Their brand statement hinges on the idea that to the untrained 
eye, there is no brand present at all.  To these luxury brands, no brand is their new brand.  
Certain luxury consumers then use these subtle or hidden brand signals as a secret 
language to communicate desirable cues only other like-minded luxury consumers can 
decipher.   
In addition to the fashion products listed above, luxury designer handbags also are 
a part of the “no brand is the new brand” movement.  A recent study found that more than 
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30% of handbags purchased in the U.S. did not have a visible logo displayed on it 
(Borchardt 2016).  This noticeable shift is not just taking place at the lower end of the 
market.  Many higher-end luxury designer handbags are available in both more 
prominently branded designs (conspicuous) and more subtle, less prominently branded 
designs with some other subtle yet distinctive product cue on the bag (inconspicuous).  
High-end handbag brands such as LVMH (Louis Vuitton’s parent company), Chanel, 
Victoria Beckham, Céline, and other luxury brands are now offering handbags without 
visible brand symbols or logos (Shi 2016). When shoppers visit luxury designer handbag 
retail locations or websites, they can choose from a variety of both conspicuous and 
inconspicuous designer collections (see Figure 1).   
FIGURE 1: SAMPLE OF CONSPICUOUS & INCONSPICUOUS LUXURY 
DESIGNER HANDBAG COLLECTIONS 
 
 
In an online search conducted in 2018, six well-known luxury designer brands 
had the same amount of, if not more, inconspicuous luxury collections as they do 
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conspicuous collections (see Table 1).  Thus, the luxury marketplace is expanding the 
spectrum of available luxury products as both conspicuous and inconspicuous products 
could meet the needs of different types of luxury consumers.  In turn, the luxury market 
has become less cohesive and more fragmented (Atwal and Williams 2009), both 
regarding its consumer base and its product offerings.   
TABLE 1: NUMBER OF CONSPICUOUS & INCONSPICUOUS LUXURY 
DESIGNER HANDBAG COLLECTIONS  
 
Luxury  
Handbag 
Designer/Brand 
Number of 
Conspicuous 
Collections 
Number 
Inconspicuous 
Collections 
Number of 
Inconspicuous over 
Conspicuous 
Collections 
Gucci 10 10 0 
Tory Burch 4 4 0 
Louis Vuitton  5 8 +3 
Dooney & Bourke 3 9 +6 
Michael Kors 8 19 +11 
Hermés  1 16 +15 
 
When luxury consumers have an option between both conspicuous and 
inconspicuous luxury product offerings, which will they choose to use (or wear) to 
convey their desired message?  To illustrate this choice, consider the following example.  
Debbie is shopping at a luxury designer handbag boutique.  She is considering two 
different luxury designer handbags.  Both handbags are similar in color and shape.  
However, Handbag 1 has the designer brand name and logo prominently displayed on the 
bag.  Handbag 2 does not have the designer brand name and logo prominently displayed 
on the bag but does have some other subtle yet distinctive features that are unique to that 
designer visible on the bag.  Thus, Handbag 1 is the conspicuous option that many people 
will recognize. Handbag 2 is the inconspicuous option with hidden product cues or 
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symbols that only people in the know will recognize.  Will Debbie choose the 
conspicuous or inconspicuous handbag?   
The example illustrates the crux of the issue many luxury brand marketers and 
luxury consumers are facing.  As new consumer preferences emerge, different consumer 
segments begin to form.  In turn, luxury brands will design new product offerings to 
capture the hearts and wallets of various luxury consumer segments.  The challenge here 
is luxury brand managers and scholars must understand how to properly segment the 
luxury market to successfully target and position the right luxury product (either 
conspicuous or inconspicuous) to the right luxury consumer segment (Dubois and 
Paternault 1995).   
Whether shopping for luxury designer handbags or other luxury products, the 
question remains: under which circumstances will luxury consumers choose to engage in 
inconspicuous consumption versus conspicuous consumption as a means to communicate 
their desired messages?  Additionally, what influences their motivations to use one 
communication style over the other? Moreover, why do some luxury consumers have the 
requisite knowledge to recognize and interpret these hidden (inconspicuous) signals while 
other luxury consumers do not?  
There is a sizeable body of work regarding luxury consumer’s desires and 
motivations for conspicuous consumption.  Particularly, two research streams account for 
the majority of conspicuous consumption motivations.  The first stream relates to social 
stratification.  The second stream relates to evolutionary psychology.  According to work 
in the social stratification stream, consumers engage in conspicuous consumption to 
display wealth, power and success (Bagwell and Bernheim 1996; Leibenstein 1950; 
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Mason 1984; Veblen 1899), to differentiate themselves from others (Bourdieu 1984; 
Leibenstein 1950; Levy 1959; Martineau 1958; Page 1992; Trigg 2001), and to emulate 
others who have status (Belk 1988).   
The work in the evolutionary psychology stream also discusses signaling, but 
from a different point of view.  Scholars in the evolutionary stream discuss how 
consumers use conspicuous consumption for sexual signaling and mating purposes.  In 
this second stream, consumers use conspicuous consumption to send sexual signals to 
attract a mate (Griskevicius et al. 2007; Saad and Gill 2003; Saad and Vongas 2009; 
Sundie et al. 2011; Trigg 2001) or to retain a mate (Wang and Griskevicius 2014). 
The two primary research streams in the conspicuous consumption domain 
present different perspectives for why consumers would engage in this type of 
consumption, for either social stratification or evolutionary purposes.  Yet, both streams 
describe the process of conspicuous consumption in the same way.  According to work in 
both streams, conspicuous consumption is the public use or display of high-end luxury 
products (a.k.a. status symbols) to signal others (O’Cass and Frost 2002).   
However, recent research shows that some luxury consumers are moving away 
from more ostentatious versions of these status-laden products and toward new 
inconspicuous versions of luxury products that are harder to identify and imitate, like the 
inconspicuous products shown in Figure 1.   Some luxury consumers no longer consider 
overt displays of wealth as status symbols.  They are turning to luxury products that 
convey wealth or signal their desired messages in more subtle and sophisticated ways 
(Chaudhuri and Majumdar 2006) and are using inconspicuous consumption to 
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differentiate themselves through taste and intellectual efforts (Bourdieu 1984; Patsiaouras 
and Fitchett 2012). 
While there is evidence of the shift from conspicuous to inconspicuous 
consumption in the luxury market, the concept of inconspicuous consumption is still 
relatively new to the marketing field.  There has been limited work to-date in this 
budding domain. Additionally, the extant literature examines conspicuous and 
inconspicuous consumption separately.  Thus, the literature does not take into account 
that the same luxury consumer may be facing a decision to engage in either conspicuous 
or inconspicuous consumption as part of the same choice set, like Debbie from the 
opening example.  Therefore, the primary purpose of this research is to build on the 
academy’s limited understanding of how hidden (inconspicuous) product cues, signals, 
and symbols only decipherable by certain consumers are affecting luxury consumer 
choices and investigate how conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption operate 
together to influence luxury consumer behavior. 
The growing complexity and fragmentation of the luxury brand market coupled 
with the choices many luxury consumers now face when selecting their luxury products 
presents an opportunity for the marketing academy and luxury industry practitioners to 
expand their current, and in some cases outdated, perspective of the luxury market.  To 
that end, this work has important implications for the long-term success of luxury brands.  
Findings will help luxury brand managers and the academy in three ways.  First, this 
work can help both the marketing academy and luxury marketing practitioners better 
understand and predict under which circumstances luxury consumers will choose to use, 
consume, or wear either conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury products.  Second, results 
8 
 
will help both audiences understand how changing preferences in the luxury market will 
affect the targeting and positioning of conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products.  
Third, results will help shape the future of luxury branding regarding logo development, 
size, design and usage, advertising and marketing messaging effectiveness, and overall 
development and communication of luxury products (e.g., description of product features, 
exclusivity of product offerings, brand extensions, and more).   
The organization of the rest of the chapters is as follows.  Chapter II provides a 
review of the relevant literature regarding brands in general, luxury branding, and 
conspicuous, and inconspicuous consumption of luxury products.  Chapter III describes 
the research hypotheses and introduces an integrative theoretical model designed to 
predict conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption among luxury consumers.  Chapter III 
also discusses the predicted effects for various scenarios accounted for by the theoretical 
model.  Chapters IV-VI describe the methodology and execution of the three studies 
conducted to test the theoretical model.  Chapter VII discusses the implications of this 
research and identifies future research directions for luxury branding and luxury 
consumer behavior. 
 
CHAPTER II:  LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
What is a Brand? 
 Companies strive to develop and nurture long-term relationships between the firm 
itself, the products or services offered by the firm, and its customers.  Due to 
overcrowded marketplaces, heightened competition from global players, and increased 
consumer education, the relationship between customers and the firm can be a key 
9 
 
differentiator, and deciding factor, when the customers have a choice in which product or 
firm to choose.  Firms create brands to help foster this relationship to aid in the decision-
making process.  In general, a brand refers to an asset or set of assets firms create and use 
to make themselves and their products meaningful (Calder and Reagan 2001).   
While the marketing academy has been studying the concept of brands since 1942 
(Moore and Reid 2008; Wolfe 1942), there is still little consistency on what the term 
“brand” means (Chernatony 1979; Stern 2006).  Kapferer (2008, p. 9) states: “Curiously, 
one of the hottest points of disagreement between experts is the definition of a brand. 
Each expert comes up with his or her own definition, or nuance to the definition.”  
Despite the lack of one cohesive definition of the term brand in the marketing literature, 
there are two schools of thought on what comprises a brand. The first describes a brand 
as a complex symbol (Gardner and Levy 1955) or an asset made up of a combination of 
symbols, names, and ideas used to help a firm, product, or service differentiate itself from 
the competition.  The second describes a brand as an associative network of past 
connections or an entity that lives in the consumer’s mind.   
The American Marketing Association and many well-known marketing scholars 
subscribe to the first school of thought as it relates to brands.  The American Marketing 
Association defines a brand as “a name, term, design, symbol, or any other feature that 
identifies one seller's good or service as distinct from those of other sellers” (Association 
n.d.).  Calder and Reagan (2011) refer to a brand as either an entity, such as people, 
places, things or as a verb, such as a company’s process to make a product meaningful or 
to stand out.  Both Kotler (1991) and Aaker (1991) build on this sentiment by adding that 
brands differentiate a firm’s product or service from those of the competitors.  According 
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to Aaker (1991, p. 7), “A brand is a distinguishing name and/or symbol (such as a logo, 
trademark, or package design) intended to identify the goods or services of either one 
seller or a group of sellers, and to differentiate those goods or services from those of 
competitors. A brand thus signals to the customer the source of the product, and protects 
both the customer and the producer from competitors who would attempt to provide 
products that appear to be identical.”  Based on this line of thinking, a brand also can be 
a signal for a consumer to use to distinguish his or herself from others. 
 In the second school of thought, a brand is a mental representation of the 
consumer’s perception of the firm, product, or service (Keller 2003; Stern 2006; Tybout 
and Calder 2010).  Inside this mental representation, a brand acts as a central node in the 
center of an associative network. The central node, or the brand, connects to a series of 
learned associations between the brand and a variety of cues, benefits, and symbolic 
meanings (Van Osselaer and Alba 2000; Thompson 2004).  These connections, or 
associations, build up over time in consumer’s mind and have a lasting influence on 
consumer preferences and behavior (Kapferer 2008).   
 There is a divide in the marketing academy when it comes to describing what a 
brand is and how consumers think about brands.  However, the belief that a brand is of 
pivotal importance in creating and sustaining firm success unites both schools of thought 
across the academy.   Brands—either as complex sets of symbols or as associative 
networks—help firms build mental and emotional connections, differentiate themselves 
from the competition, and set consumer expectations. 
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The History & Evolution of Brands  
Before diving into the role brands play in today’s competitive global marketplace, 
it is important to discuss the history of the term “brand” and the evolution of brands.  The 
term brand comes from the Norse word “Brandr,” which means fire.  Brandr was initially 
used to describe the practice of branding cattle (Maurya and Mishra 2012; Moore and 
Reid 2008; Roper and Parker 2006). 
Evidence of the use of brands as a means to mark one’s possessions or label 
goods for sale dates back to over 4,000 years ago (Moore and Reid 2008).  Members of 
the early Mesopotamian, Greek, Egyptian, and Roman civilizations would mark or 
“brand” goods such as wines, pottery, and livestock (Maurya and Mishra 2012; Moore 
and Reid 2008; Sarkar and Singh 2005). Still, it took a few thousand years before brands 
would become the powerful marketing assets they are today. 
The first brand names (a.k.a. brands) emerged at the turn of the twentieth century 
when retailers no longer sold goods in bulk.  Breaking down products from larger (bulk) 
to smaller quantities created a need for individualized packaging and labels, most of 
which featured the manufacturer’s name on it (Bastos and Levy 2012).  Early brands 
were simple entities that carried a specific name, some of which included Folgers (1872), 
Kraft (1903), and Vlasic (1942; Bastos and Levy 2012).  Then after World War II, many 
firms started mass-producing their products.  This increase in production created growth 
in the number of consumer choices and an era of intense competition; thus creating a 
need for greater distinction among the growing number of market entrants (Bastos and 
Levy 2012; Grewal and Levy 2014).  Around the same time, the introduction of national 
advertising and marketing channels, such as billboards, magazines, and radio also 
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contributed to the growing need for brand distinction (Moore and Reid 2008) and brand 
awareness. 
Brand Personalities & Other Brand Elements 
The core purpose of a brand remains the same today as it did over 4,000 years 
ago—to foster relationships and connections, create differentiation, and set expectations.  
Modern brands are more than simple naming conventions (as seen in brands of the past).  
Modern-day brands are complex entities consisting of human characteristics, personality 
dimensions, and other branding elements.   
Aaker’s (1997, p. 347) seminal paper on brand personalities defines brand 
personalities as “the set of human characteristics associated with a brand” and identifies 
five core dimensions of a brand.  The five dimensions include sincerity, excitement, 
competence, sophistication, and ruggedness.  Each dimension plays a specific role in 
building a brand in a consumer’s mind and contributes to the brand’s image, tonality, and 
overall style.  Aaker (1997) also discusses that firms and consumers alike imbue brands 
with human-like qualities that bring brands to life and create a brand voice.  In these 
instances, the firms and consumers describe the brands using human traits (e.g., fun or 
outgoing) instead of functional attributes (e.g., easy-to-use, fast shipping, or reasonably 
priced).   
In addition to creating brands with specific personalities or personas, modern-day 
brands also include a combination of some, if not all, of the following other branding 
elements: particular colors and fonts, taglines, trademarks, logos, signals, and symbols 
(Keller 2003; Kotler and Keller 2016; Walsh, Page Winterich, and Mittal 2010).  The 
purpose of each of these elements is to help identify and differentiate the brand.  As such, 
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each brand element should be memorable, meaningful, likable, transferable, adaptable, 
and protectable (Kotler and Keller 2016).  Aside from the brand name, the brand logo is 
one of the most noticeable elements of a brand (Schmitt 2012).   
Brand Logos.  Marketing professionals and scholars describe a logo as a visual 
representation of a brand (Buttle and Westoby 2006; Walsh et al. 2010). These visual 
representations, or logos, act as images that can trigger memories or associations of a 
brand (Peters 1999).  Prior brand logo research shows that the visual appeal of logos 
strengthens customer commitment to a brand (Park et al. 2013).  Research also shows 
logos help build a brand's reputation (Baker and Balmer 1997; van den Riel and van den 
Ban 2001) and cut down on consumer search time and costs by creating a sense of 
assurance about product quality (Kohli and Suri 2002).  As a result, brand logos are 
tangible assets that have a financial impact on a firm (Park et al. 2013) and contribute to 
customer-based brand equity (Keller 1993).  In addition to the use of logos, firms use 
other visual, written, and auditory elements as brand signals to protect the unique appeal 
of their brands (Bastos and Levy 2012) and convey certain brand messages. 
Brand Signals & Symbolism.  Firms and consumers also use brands and brand 
logos to create and maintain certain images.  Prior research shows consumers often 
purchase products or brands that maintain and enhance their self-image (Graeff 1997; 
Kirmani 2009).  These consumers use particular brands or logos as a means to convey, or 
signal, certain messages about themselves to others, just as firms use brands to convey 
their messages to consumers.   
 Prior branding research purports that consumers do not buy a product solely for 
functionality, but also for what the product means to them or others (Levy 1959; 
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McCracken 1986).  Therefore, brands and logos also can be seen as informational cues, 
identity signals, and cultural symbols (Aaker, Benet-Martínez and Garolera 2001; Escalas 
and Bettman 2005; Jevons 2005; Schmitt 2012).  Consumers buy and use these brand 
symbols to communicate desired messages about who they are or whom they want to be, 
certain beliefs they may hold, or to which groups they belong (Ferraro, Kirmani, and 
Matherly 2010; Loughran Dommer, Swaminathan, and Ahluwalia 2013).   
Many brands aspire to become a cultural symbol.  Yet, few exemplary brands 
transcend from a cultural symbol to a cultural icon (a symbol with high amounts of 
cultural significance); including Coca-Cola, Volkswagen, Levi’s, Nike, Budweiser, 
Disney, Apple, and Harley-Davidson (Holt 1998).  The interwoven concepts of brand 
signaling, symbolism, and iconography are not just applicable to general consumer goods 
and services, they are equally if not more applicable to luxury brands (Heine 2010; 
Okonkwo 2009).  
Luxury Branding 
Similar to mainstream brands, luxury brands also strive to foster long-term 
relationships and create emotional connections with their customers, albeit at a higher 
price point.  Prior research defines luxury brands as brands that have premium products, 
provide pleasure as the main benefit, connect to consumers on an emotional level, and 
bring a sense of delight (De Barnier, Falcy and Valette-Florence 2012; Hagtvedt and 
Patrick 2009).  Luxury brands represent one of the purest forms of branding, as the brand 
and its image are often key competitive advantages that create enormous value and 
wealth for organizations (Keller 2009).  Luxury brands build their luxury value using a 
mix of self-identity value, hedonic value, materialistic value, and prestige value (Hennigs 
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et al. 2012). Prior research categorizes luxury brands by their recognizable style, strong 
identity, high awareness, enhanced emotional and symbolic associations (Okonkwo 
2009), beauty (Kapferer 1998), quality (Bilge 2015; Heine 2010), excellence (Kapferer 
1998), aspirational imagery, brand stories and histories, and their symbolic value in their 
status and achievement (Keller 2009).   
Throughout the luxury branding literature, four common themes, or cornerstones, 
consistently emerge when it comes to creating, maintaining, and stimulating demand for 
luxury brands.  These cornerstones include 1) premium pricing strategies (Allsopp 2005; 
Parguel, Delécolle, and Valette-Florence 2016; Yeoman and McMahon-Beattie 2006), 2) 
limited accessibility, scarcity and/or exclusivity (Fionda & Moore 2009), 3) consumer 
perceptions of the product’s uniqueness (Husic and Cicic 2009; Kastanakis and Balabanis 
2012; Vigneron and Johnson 2004), and 4) identifiable (either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous) brand markers or symbols such as logos and trademarks (Han, Nunes, and 
Drèze 2010).  Each of the four cornerstones of luxury branding is discussed next. 
Premium Pricing. Consumers associate luxury with premium pricing (Fionda and 
Moore 2009; Kapferer and Laurent 2016; Keller 2009; Nueno and Quelch 1998; Yeoman 
2011; Yeoman and McMahon-Beattie, 2006).  Luxury consumers not only “buy in” to the 
concept that luxury products cost more and are worth it (Cristini et al. 2017), but they 
also find luxury products with higher price points more attractive (Braun and  Wicklund 
1989). These consumers believe higher price points indicate high-quality craftsmanship 
and design, and that spending more is a sign of self-worth, success, and status (Allsopp 
2005).  Therefore, luxury products should be highly-priced, or they do not retain their 
rarity and exclusivity characteristics (Dubois and Duquesne 1993).  Luxury brands 
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capitalize on this consumer psychology and use premium pricing as a means to 
communicate a specific brand image or present the brand as accessible only to those who 
can afford (or choose to spend on) the brand (Corneo and Jeanne 1997, Garfein 1989; 
Rao and Schaefer 2013; Vickers and Renand 2003).  When it comes to luxury brand 
premium pricing strategies, luxury brands carefully determine the price point, consider 
where they can command premium pricing, whether to distribute at premium locations or 
mainstream retail stores (Moore and Birtwistle 2004), and how luxury prices should be 
displayed (Parguel, Delécolle and Valette-Florence 2016).   
Exclusivity and Scarcity. Closely related to premium pricing, exclusivity and 
scarcity are also key influences for building luxury brands and luxury good consumption 
(Kapferer 2012; Stokburger-Sauer and Teichmann, 2013).  Luxury brands use selective 
distribution strategies (e.g., limited production runs or partner with a small number of 
distribution/retail/online channels; Moore and Birtwistle 2004; Nueno and Quelch 1998; 
Radon 2012), strategic advertising, promotions and partnerships (Phau & Prendergast 
2000), store atmospherics, experiential marketing (Atwal and Williams 2009), personal 
experiences and co-creation (Choi, Ko, and Kim 2016; Quach and Thaichon 2017; 
Tynan, McKechnie and Chhuon 2010), and other tactics to create brand exclusivity and 
demand for luxury products (Bearden and Etzel 1982).  These brands maintain 
exclusivity by 1) ensuring the retail distribution closely aligns with the brand promise 
(Moore and Birtwistle 2004) and 2) sending messages to and attracting the right 
consumers (Keller 2009)—those in the target audience who fit with the luxury brand’s 
image—while also dissuading consumers who are not in their luxury target audience or 
do not fit with the luxury brand’s image.  This delicate balancing act is critical to the 
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long-term success of a luxury brand.  The rarity and scarcity of luxury products increase 
desirability for these products (Brun and Castelli 2013) and helps maintain the value of 
the luxury product (Lynn 1991).   
Prior research on luxury products establishes different types of scarcity tactics.  
They include scarcity of natural resources, such as oil or diamonds, scarcity of new 
technological advances, and scarcity in the form of limited editions (Catry 2003).  Luxury 
brands can use each of these scarcity tactics to command higher price points than price 
points for non-scarce or non-exclusive products (Catry 2003).  Scarcity and exclusivity 
go hand-in-hand when it comes to luxury products.  If the brand is considered attainable 
or used by someone other than who fits with the luxury brand’s image, then the luxury 
brand runs the risk of alienating its core target and reducing the caché or power of the 
brand (Rao and Schaefer 2013).  Essentially, luxury brands need to build lasting 
relationships with and signal to the right customers.   
Uniqueness.  Another interrelated concept in luxury branding is uniqueness 
(Kapferer 1998).  Many luxury consumers consider unique products more valuable than 
products that are not unique (Cialdini 1993; Gierl and Huettl 2010).  Of particular interest 
is how uniqueness ties into premium pricing as well as exclusivity and scarcity.  Prior 
luxury branding literature purports that luxury consumers consume luxury brands to 
achieve their social goals (Grubb and Grathwohl 1967).  While consumers purchase 
certain products to fit in or communicate their desired identities (Berger and Heath 2007), 
they also purchase certain products to stand out (Chan, Berger and Van Boven 2009, 
2012; Tian, Bearden and Hunter 2001).  Depending on the consumer, certain luxury 
products could serve either purpose.  Among those who engage in luxury good 
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consumption to stand out—to appear unique—prior research shows consumer desire for 
uniqueness increases demand for luxury products as the price increases, and in turn, leads 
to higher prices and profits for luxury brands (Amaldoss and Jain 2005b, 2005a).   
Consumers consider luxury goods as rare and unique (Zhan and He 2012).  As 
discussed previously, luxury firms produce luxury products in smaller quantities, usually 
only for a limited time (e.g., limited editions), and typically distribute their products 
through limited outlets.  Thus, owning rare or exclusive products establishes specialness 
(or creates a sense of uniqueness) for the consumer (Snyder 1992; Stokburger-Sauer and 
Teichmann 2013).  While closely related to exclusivity, uniqueness, regarding luxury 
product purchase and consumption, helps consumers achieve their identity goals —to 
either stand out or be a member of an exclusive group.  Exclusivity and scarcity, on the 
other hand, ties to a firm’s pricing, distribution, and messaging strategies to ensure the 
brand is not attainable to all and sends the right signal to the right consumer. 
Identifiable Brand Markers, Symbols & Logos.  One of the most common features 
of a luxury brand is the recognizable brand marker, symbol or logo placed on the product 
itself (Han et al. 2010).   These brand symbols have a strong influence on product use or 
choice (Vickers and Renand, 2003).  Research shows consumers use branded luxury 
products to satisfy an appetite for symbolic meanings and suggests that labels or images 
associated with a product’s brand are often more valuable to the consumer than the 
product itself (Dubois and Duquesne 1993; Mazali and Rodrigues-Neto 2013; Yuran 
2016).  One way luxury products bring value to luxury consumers is by providing 
recognition of the luxury product from within a certain social group (Loureiro and Araújo 
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2014).  Interestingly, as this research will demonstrate later, recognition can come from 
both conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury brand symbols, markers, or logos. 
As the literature reveals, there are four cornerstones of luxury branding, including 
premium pricing, exclusivity and scarcity, uniqueness, and identifiable brand markers, 
symbols, and logos.  Luxury brands use a combination of these aspects to build long-term 
relationships and create emotional connections with their consumers.  Consumers are 
motivated to use at least one or a combination of these luxury branding aspects during 
luxury brand consumption.  As De Barnier, Falcy, and Valette-Florence (2012) purport, 
functional, experiential (e.g., pleasure or hedonism), and symbolic motivations are three 
main motivations for luxury brand consumption.  Upon examination of the luxury 
branding literature, it is clear that consumer motivations to consume luxury brands are 
interwoven into the four cornerstones of luxury branding.  The functional motivation 
relates to the luxury consumer’s rationale to pay a premium price for a high-quality item.  
The experiential motivation relates to a luxury consumer’s desire to feel special or unique 
and pleasure in owning or consuming exclusive items not attainable to all consumers.  
The symbolic motivation relates to the luxury consumer’s need to connect to, or 
disassociate from, certain social groups or affirm his or her social status. 
Brands: A Conclusion 
Both mass-market and luxury brands convey certain messages about the firm or 
the product.  Corporate citizenship and responsibility, commitment to quality, and caché 
or prestige are just a few examples of messages a brand could convey.  Firms engage in 
brand-building efforts such as product naming, logo design, product look and feel, 
targeting and positioning, and the development and communication of product benefits 
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(Stern 2006), in hopes that the brand will not only resonate with the right target audience 
“in the moment,” but also help the target audience form lasting emotional connections to 
the firm and to the brand.   
In a highly competitive, and at times, overcrowded marketplace, the relationship 
between the firm, the brand, and the consumer is essential to helping firms succeed.  
Brands help firms differentiate themselves from competitors (Bastos and Levy 2012; 
Roper and Parker 2006).  Brands set customer expectations for product and service 
performance (Kapferer 2008; Keller 1993).  Brands help customers meet their identity 
goals (Elliott and Wattanasuwan 1998), and can motivate customers to choose one firm’s 
products or services over another (Aaker 1997; Erdem, Swait, and Valenzuela 2006; 
Hoyer and Brown 1990).  In some cases, brands can create customer rationale to pay 
premium prices (Ailawadi, Lehmann, and Neslin 2003; Lassar, Mittal, and Sharma 2014).  
In short, brands are powerful and persuasive assets (Keller and Lehmann 2003; Vomberg, 
Homburg, and Bornemann 2007; Wang and Sengupta 2016) for both the firm and the 
consumer.  The next few sections of this chapter discuss how consumers use brands, or 
the lack thereof, to signal to others. 
Conspicuous Consumption  
In the past, consumers who wanted to signal (symbolize) their success or 
communicate their wealth would engage in conspicuous consumption.  Scholars define 
conspicuous consumption as the overt display of luxury brands and products to signal 
wealth, status, success, and prestige to others (O’Cass and Frost 2002; Veblen 1899).  
The satisfaction consumers derive from purchasing conspicuous luxury products stems 
little from the value or utility of the luxury product, but mostly from others’ reactions to 
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the wealth and success displayed by the purchaser being able to “afford” the luxury 
product (Mason 1984).  Other motivations for conspicuous consumption include social 
relationship influence, communication of belonging, materialistic hedonism, and 
recognition for purchasing expensive products (Marcoux, Filiatrault, and Chéron 1997). 
Conspicuous products are high in brand prominence (high visibility of brand 
markers or logos) and are easily recognizable by most consumers (Bilge 2015; Han, 
Nunes and Dréze 2010).  As previously shown in Figure 1, some examples of 
conspicuous products include the MK logo on Michael Kors products, the GG pattern 
found on many Gucci products, and the LV logo monogram on products from Louis 
Vuitton.   Other examples of conspicuous products include the interlocking C logo on 
many Chanel products, the polo player and his horse on Ralph Lauren shirts, the hood 
star emblem found on a Mercedes Benz, and the Jumpman logo on Michael Jordan 
sneakers (see Figure 2).  Prior research finds brand logos increase the desirability of 
conspicuous products among certain consumers (Lee and Shrum 2012; Nunes, Drèze, and 
Han 2011; Rucker and Galinsky 2009).   
FIGURE 2: EXAMPLES OF OTHER CONSPICUOUS PRODUCTS 
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Conspicuous consumption hinges upon the public display of wealth, success, and 
power (O’Cass and Frost 2002).  In this context, a status symbol (or a conspicuous 
product) could be a handbag, a pair of shoes or sunglasses, designer jeans, or even a car.  
As mentioned earlier, two research streams account for the majority of work on 
conspicuous consumption motivations.  The first stream relates to social stratification.  
The second stream relates to evolutionary psychology.  Both streams examine how 
consumers use conspicuous products as signals to send desirable messages of wealth and 
success to their audience, their signal receivers.  However, the work in the social 
stratification stream focuses on consumer use of conspicuous products to fit into or stand 
out from specific social groups.   Work in the evolutionary psychology stream focuses on 
consumer use of conspicuous products as a means to attract and retain a mate.  
Social Stratification & Conspicuous Consumption.  According to this literature 
stream, consumers engage in conspicuous consumption to display wealth, power and 
success to others (signal receivers; Bagwell and Bernheim 1996; Leibenstein 1950; 
Mason 1984; Veblen 1899), to differentiate themselves from others (Bourdieu 1984; 
Leibenstein 1950; Levy 1959; Martineau 1958; Page 1992; Trigg 2001), and to emulate 
others who have status (Belk 1988).   
Early conspicuous consumption scholars discuss the lack of knowledge 
surrounding the conspicuous consumption construct in the consumer behavior literature 
(Leibenstein 1950).  One of the first papers on conspicuous consumption since Veblen’s 
(1899) seminal work on the topic shows that consumers have two distinctly different 
motivations for consumer demand; one is functional and the other is nonfunctional 
(Leibenstein 1950).  Functional demand refers to the part of consumer demand for a 
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product or service that is due to the inherent qualities of that product or service.  
Nonfunctional demand refers to the part of consumer demand for a product or service that 
is due to something other than the inherent qualities of that product or service 
(Leibenstein 1950).  This distinction in different types of demand sheds light on the 
complexity of the conspicuous consumption domain by establishing a link between 
nonfunctional demand and conspicuous consumption and validates the importance of 
conspicuous consumption in the consumer behavior literature.  Additionally, it helps 
parse out three types of consumer behaviors, or effects, accounted for by conspicuous 
consumption: Veblen effects, bandwagon effects, and snob effects.  The Veblen effect 
refers to the act of conspicuous consumption, such that consumer demand increases when 
a product or service has a higher (rather than lower) price point.  The bandwagon effect 
stems from an increase in consumer demand when they know that others are also 
consuming the same product or service.  The snob effect, on the other hand, stems from a 
decrease in consumer demand when they know that others are also consuming the same 
product or service (Leibenstein 1950).  These insights create a framework for scholars to 
understand the relationship between these three related but different effects.  The Veblen 
effect is the overarching effect associated with signaling and conspicuous consumption.   
However, consumer motivations for signaling are either to fit in (bandwagon effect) or to 
stand out (snob effect, see Figure 3).  The consumer juxtaposition, to engage in 
conspicuous consumption to fit in or to stand out, is discussed in more detail throughout 
this section and in the Inconspicuous Consumption section of Chapter II later on. 
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FIGURE 3: CONSUMER MOTIVATIONS FOR CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION  
 
 
 On the heels of Leibenstein’s (1950) motivational research on conspicuous 
consumption, a conceptual paper on the “uneconomical man” discusses spending 
behavior on consumer wants, not just consumer needs (Levy 1959).  The crux of this 
work is that consumers are economical when they spend money on essentials (goods and 
services that fulfill basic needs), and they spend this money wisely.  Conversely, 
consumers are uneconomical when they spend money on non-essentials and on products 
or services that they know may not be of the highest value or quality.  There is another 
driving force motivating the uneconomical consumers to buy or consume non-essential 
products and services willingly.  Levy (1959, p. 118) suggests that this driving force is 
symbolism;  “people buy things not only for what they can do, but also what they mean.”  
Consumers use products or services as symbols to reinforce the way they think about 
themselves and enhance their sense of self (Levy 1959).  The types of products 
(uneconomical) consumers use for symbolic purposes include household items like dishes 
and silverware, and non-household items such as clothing.  Men’s business suits carry 
different symbolic meanings.  Women’s professional and casual attire also carry various 
symbolic means.  Moreover, women are particularly harsh judges and interpreters of the 
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symbolic meanings of other women’s attire (Levy 1959).  While Levy (1959) builds upon 
Leibenstein’s (1950) work in the realm of rational and irrational demand of conspicuous 
consumption, the bigger contribution Levy (1959) provides is the introduction of product 
symbolism, and how clothing (and related) items are products that are useful for fulfilling 
consumers’ symbolic needs.  This important insight echoes throughout the evolution of 
consumer engagement in inconspicuous and inconspicuous consumption.    
 In Mason’s (1984) review of the conspicuous consumption literature, he examines 
consumer decision processes and models put forth by other marketing and economic 
scholars.  In the review, Mason (1984) discusses a few general (and notable) theories and 
models of consumer behavior and shows when conspicuous consumption, specifically, 
makes its way into these models.  Throughout this work, Mason, similar to Leibenstein 
(1950), suggests a need for a more comprehensive view of the conspicuous consumption 
phenomenon as the individual models and processes do not explain the behavior on their 
own.  General theories of consumer behavior, (including the Nicosia model developed in 
1966, the Engel, Kollat and Blackwell model first developed in 1968 and later modified 
in 1973, and the Howard-Sheth model first developed in 1969 and later modified in 1974 
and 1977) purport that conspicuous consumption is an exceptional or atypical form of 
consumer behavior, not a norm.  As a result, these models do not help explain 
conspicuous consumption (Mason 1984).   
 Mason (1984) reasons that the lack of accommodation of conspicuous behavior in 
these general theories stems from the rational nature of these theories. These theories 
focus more on the functional and economic elements of consumer behavior.  They do not 
also address the social or more irrational elements of consumer behavior (Bagwell and 
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Bernheim 1996; Leibenstein 1950).  These models do not parse out under which 
circumstances the need for status outweighs the need for function or when consumers 
will use products as symbols of wealth (Mason 1984).   
Introducing the irrational element of consumer behavior into otherwise rational-
only theoretical models enables scholars to explore social influences of consumer buying 
behavior.  Mason purports that Woods’s (1960) paper suggests an important advancement 
in our understanding of the consumer buying process, the distinction between product 
dimensions (rational motivations) and consumer dimensions (social dimensions).  Mason 
mentions that Woods (1960) further utilizes the rational and irrational distinction as a 
means to classify consumers as rational and irrational buyers and identify which buyers 
may be more sensitive to symbolism and engage in conspicuous consumption (Mason 
1984).  This line of thinking is similar to Levy’s (1959) economical and uneconomical 
man paradigm.   
Building on the rational and irrational distinction, Mason credits Grubb and 
Grathwohl (1967) for establishing the link between product symbolism (the symbolic 
value of products and services) and a consumer’s lifestyle or self-concept.  According to 
Mason (1984), Grubb and Grathwohl (1967) also find that goods and services can serve 
as social symbols and act as communicative devices.  However as discussed previously, 
Levy (1959) introduces this link, at least conceptually, eight years earlier.  Nonetheless, 
this notion continues to help shift perceptions of conspicuous consumption from an 
abnormal to normal consumer phenomenon and helps solidify the construct of 
conspicuous consumption in the realm of consumer behavior. 
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For a consumer to use a product or service as a symbol, to use it conspicuously, 
others need to see the product during use or consumption.  Additionally, the audience, 
these others or signal receivers, should be a part of the consumers’ social group.  An in-
depth study examines the role these factors—public versus private consumption and 
luxury versus utilitarian products—play in luxury good consumption among reference 
groups (Bearden and Etzel 1982).  Results show reference group witness to public (versus 
private) consumption of luxury (versus utilitarian) goods has a significant influence on 
luxury brand decision-making.   Consumers are more likely to say they would buy a 
luxury product or luxury brand (versus a utilitarian product or brand) when it is 
consumed publicly, particularly when the purchase or consumption is thought to enhance 
their image among the other people (in the reference group; Bearden and Etzel 1982).  
This work offers two important implications for the support of prior conspicuous 
consumption literature.  First, it tests the idea put forth by prior conspicuous consumption 
scholars—there are different consumer psychological processes and motivations for 
nonfunctional (a.k.a. irrational, uneconomical, or non-utilitarian) products or services.  
Second, it parses out instances in which these psychological processes and motivations 
for non-functional products and services are at play, and provides support for the notion 
that the public display of these nonfunctional symbols is a critical component of this 
consumer behavior.  
Many symbolic products are not just signs or signals of a consumer’s present 
position in life.  Symbolic products also can extend consumer selves to someone they 
currently might not be without it or serve as sign of who they were in the past (Belk 
1988).  Consumers can use symbolic products to extend their perceptions of themselves 
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through controlling the product, creating the product, or having a large amount of 
knowledge about the product (Belk 1988).  Evidence of consumer use of products to 
define and extend the self begins at an early age and continues throughout a consumer’s 
lifetime.  Symbolic products help consumers find happiness, recall experiences and 
accomplishments, remind them of other people in their lives, and for some, leave a legacy 
after death. The accumulation of symbolic products that are a part of the consumer’s 
extended self can not only provide a window into the consumer’s past and but also act as 
a glimpse into his or her future (Belk 1988).  Belk’s work helps crystalize the academy’s 
understanding of consumer use of products to build and nurture their identities—both 
who they are today and whom they wish to be in the future.  This work ties in directly 
with social stratification and conspicuous consumption as consumers use luxury products 
as a symbol to send the message about who they are or to which group they want to 
associate.   
Another conceptual paper about the history of conspicuous consumption offers an 
interesting perspective that integrates the two status-driven motivations for conspicuous 
consumption of using luxury products as symbols to either fit into or stand out from 
particular reference groups (Page 1992).  In her integrative review, Page (1992) 
conceptualizes a societal view of the evolution of conspicuous consumption behavior as a 
pyramid comprised of three types of societies (see Figure 4).  First, Traditional Societies 
with a small number of elite consumers who are status and prestige-seeking and attempt 
to separate themselves from others in the society, are at the top of the pyramid. Second, 
Achieving Societies with a large number of nouveau rich consumers who display their 
wealth as a means to either fit in with the elite at the top of the pyramid or gain social 
29 
 
acceptance from their peers are in the middle of the pyramid. Third, Affluent Societies in 
which conspicuous consumption is within reach of the masses are at the bottom of the 
pyramid.  Those at the bottom of the pyramid are not only interested in status and 
prestige but are also seeking social group acceptance (Page 1992).  In summary, Page’s 
(1992) conceptual paper helps marketing scholars determine which consumers are likely 
to engage in conspicuous consumption to fit in or stand out.  Consumers within 
Traditional Societies try to disassociate or stand out from those in Achieving Societies.  
In turn, Achieving Societies are trying to disassociate or stand out from Affluent 
Societies.  At the same time, Affluent Societies are trying to associate or fit in with 
Achieving Societies, while Achieving Societies are trying to associate or fit in with 
Traditional Societies.  While Page’s work looks at the motivations for conspicuous 
consumption at the societal level, her work could be applied to the individual level as 
indidivual consumers self-identify or classify themselves into one of these societies based 
on their particular motivation for conspicuous consumption. 
  FIGURE 4: SOCIETAL MOTIVATIONS FOR CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION  
 
 Veblen’s (1899) premise for conspicuous consumption is that the utility a product 
provides is less important than status it carries (Leibenstein 1950).  The next step toward 
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understanding the conspicuous consumption phenomenon is to build and test models that 
isolate when Veblen effects are likely to occur (Bagwell and Bernheim 1996).  Prior 
research shows that under certain circumstances, some consumers are willing to pay a 
higher price for a functionally equivalent good to signal status.  Consumers who are 
interested in advertising their wealth find products with higher price points more 
attractive than products with lower price points, even in cases when the products are 
similar in quality and functionality (Bagwell and Bernheim 1996).  These findings 
provide an important contribution to social stratification stream of the conspicuous 
consumption literature.  The work identifies a boundary condition to the observed 
behavior, such that conspicuous consumption is not all-encompassing of products with 
higher (versus lower) price points.  The higher priced products should be or at least 
perceived to be, of better quality than lower priced versions of the products.  If 
consumers do not perceive the higher priced product as a higher quality product too, then 
most status consumers are less likely to use the product to signal status (Bagwell and 
Bernheim 1996).  Thus, they are less likely to engage in conspicuous consumption, and 
the Veblen effect is less likely to occur. 
In another paper seeking to explain when snob effects or bandwagon effects occur 
among luxury consumers, Corneo and Jeanne (1997) put forth a series of propositions 
and equations to predict the direction of the demand curves for conspicuous products.  
The main factors examined in their work are the proper price point for the price to act as 
a signal to others, and the number of consumers who say they own the conspicuous 
product.  While the researchers outline five propositions—from Veblen effects to luxury 
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taxation policies—only two are central to the present work.  Thus, the two propositions 
that examine Veblen effects are discussed here.   
First, Corneo and Jeanne (1997) propose the demand for a conspicuous product 
decreases as the price for the conspicuous product increases as the number of people who 
can afford the product decreases.  Additionally, they propose the demand increases as the 
number of consumers who own the conspicuous product decreases.  This first proposition 
maps out the demand curve pattern for the snob effect.  In this case, rising prices increase 
signaling value (or power) of the conspicuous product because fewer people can afford it.  
In turn, this increases demand for the conspicuous product, but only among a limited 
number of people.  The second relevant proposition put forth by Corneo and Jeanne 
(1997) is that when predicting demand curves for the bandwagon effect (what Corneo 
and Jeanne (1997) refer to as confirming behavior), the demand is only increasing 
(upward sloping).  As more people own the product, the more people will desire it.  
Corneo and Jeanne (1997) make a notable contribution toward the academy’s 
understanding of conspicuous consumption behavior by creating a set of testable set of 
propositions and accompanying equations.  However, the paper remains theoretical, as 
the researchers do not put forth scenarios in which these propositions and equations are 
tested and validated. 
Up to this point, the majority of the social stratification work in the conspicuous 
consumption literature focuses on understanding the interworking motivational 
relationships between Veblen effects, snob effects, and bandwagon effects.  Then, 
Vigneron and Johnson (1999) introduce another set of motivations into the 
interconnected web of conspicuous consumption.  They put forth a conceptual framework 
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that builds on the prior the conspicuous consumption effects (Veblen, snob, and 
bandwagon).  First, they define and link prestige brands with prior literature; such that 
consumers view prestige brands as a symbol of status and wealth whose premium price 
enhances the value of such a symbol (perceived conspicuous value).  Then Vigneron and 
Johnson (1999) add two new components into the conspicuous consumption domain; 1) 
an emotional component that is hedonistic, and 2) a quality component that addresses 
some consumers’ needs for perfection.  The result presents an integrative conceptual 
framework that links together consumer values and consumer motivations for prestige-
seeking consumer behavior (PSCB).  Vigneron and Johnson (1999) purport that one of 
the five main factors from the PSCB framework can explain the consumer decision-
making process to engage in conspicuous consumption (see Figure 5; Vigneron and 
Johnson 1999).   
When a consumer values conspicuous products, Veblenian effects motivate their 
luxury goods consumption.  When consumers value uniqueness and want to stand out, the 
snob effect motivates them.  When consumers value inclusion in certain social groups, 
bandwagon effects motivate them.  When consumers value emotional needs associated 
with conspicuous consumption, hedonist desires motivate them.  Lastly, when consumers 
value quality in their luxury products, perfection motivates them (Vigneron and Johnson 
1999).   
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FIGURE 5: PRESTIGE-SEEKING CONSUMER BEHAVIOR (PSCB) FRAMEWORK 
 
Values Motivations  
Conspicuous Veblenian  
Unique Snob 
Social Bandwagon 
Emotional Hedonist  
Quality Perfection 
Note: Reprinted from Vigneron and Johnson (1999) “A Review and a 
Conceptual Framework of Prestige-Seeking Consumer Behavior,” 
Academy of Marketing Science Review, pp. 1. 
 
The addition of these other two components—emotional and quality—helps 
expand the academy’s growing view of consumer motivations to engage in conspicuous 
consumption.  However, similar to Corneo and Jeanne (1997), this paper also remains 
theoretical, as the researchers do not put forth scenarios to test or validate the PSCB 
framework. 
Taking a step toward testing consumer motivations for conspicuous consumption, 
one study examines the how social group comparisons influence consumer preferences 
for luxury brands (Mandel, Petrova, and Cialdini 2006).  Results from this study show 
when consumers compare themselves to similar individuals who are wealthier and more 
successful, they forecast higher (versus lower) annual salaries for themselves, and thus 
their desire for luxury brands increases.  Conversely, when consumers compare 
themselves to similar individuals who are less wealthy and less successful, they forecast 
lower (versus higher) annual salaries for themselves, and their desire for luxury brands 
decreases.  These effects reverse when consumers compare themselves to dissimilar 
individuals.  When comparing themselves to successful dissimilar individuals, their 
expectations about their future prospects decrease, which in turn decreases their 
preferences for luxury brands.  When they compare themselves to unsuccessful dissimilar 
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individuals, their expectations about their future prospects increase, which in turn 
increases their preferences for luxury brands (Mandel et al. 2006).  This work presents a 
method to operationalize the snob and bandwagon effects.  It also provides preliminary 
support that these effects are not just theoretical.  In certain situations, consumers do 
exhibit snob and bandwagon behaviors or effects.  As a result, marketing scholars can 
and should continue to study social stratification and conspicuous consumption under the 
consumer behavior domain.     
Upon solidifying conspicuous consumption as an important consumer behavior 
phenomenon, another logical step for investigation includes identifying other potential 
antecedents to this phenomenon.  In a study investigating potential psychological 
antecedents to conspicuous consumption, results show some psychological factors 
positively contribute to a consumer’s likelihood to engage in conspicuous consumption.  
These preceding factors include wanting respect and popularity, getting noticed by 
others, showing who I am, symbols of success and prestige, indicating wealth and 
achievement, interested in status, and enhances my image (Shukla 2008).   
Shukla’s (2008) study is one of the first studies to incorporate multiple conceptual 
underpinnings for conspicuous consumption and fit them into one testable model.  
Looking at the list of antecedents, a number of them map directly onto the notions of 
social stratification.  Consumers who rate higher for these psychological factors are more 
likely to use conspicuous products to signal wealth and success as a means to either stand 
out from the masses or fit in with a more elite social (reference) group.  This study also 
examines the effect product conspicuousness has on brand associations.  Findings 
indicate that product conspicuousness positively contributes to a brand’s symbolism, the 
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congruence between the consumer’s self-concept and the brand’s image, and brand-
aroused feelings (Shukla 2008).   Thus, emphasizing the conspicuousness of certain 
products increases its symbolic value, creates a positive sense of fit and belonging 
between the consumer and the brand, and increases excitement (arousal) for the brand.  
Additionally, it builds on the initial understanding of the demand for conspicuous product 
put forth by Leibenstein (1950) and Corneo and Jeanne (1997). 
To build on the work focusing on the snob effect, another study investigates 
whether luxury brands evoke higher perceptions of uniqueness, status, and hedonic value 
than non-luxury brands (Stokburger-Sauer and Teichmann 2013).  Findings show that 
luxury brands provide more uniqueness, status and hedonic value than non-luxury brands, 
among female consumers.  This study also examines the role gender plays in this 
relationship.  As a women’s need for uniqueness increases, the relationship between the 
perceived exclusivity of the brand and the attitude toward the brand intensifies, and the 
purchase intent for the luxury brand increases.  This pattern of effects is not present in 
male consumers.  Findings show that, in general, women have more positive attitudes 
toward luxury brands than men do (Stokburger-Sauer and Teichmann 2013).  The pattern 
of effects from this study suggests snob effects are more likely to occur in female luxury 
consumers than male luxury consumers.  Additional research on male motivations for 
conspicuous consumption is discussed in the Evolutionary Psychology & Conspicuous 
Consumption sections later on.  
A common theme echoed throughout the conspicuous consumption literature (in 
both the social stratification and evolutionary psychology streams) is consumers’ 
motivation to engage in conspicuous consumption to display wealth and convey power.  
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However, what is not present in the literature up to this point is how a lack of power 
affects conspicuous consumption behavior.  Rucker and Galinsky (2009) are among the 
first marketing scholars who attempt to fill this gap by studying the effects of power and 
powerlessness on conspicuous consumption.  Their results show that powerful consumers 
are less likely to engage in conspicuous consumption whereas powerless consumers are 
more likely to participate in conspicuous consumption.  These findings are counter to 
prior notions that powerful consumers use conspicuous consumption to stand out from 
others, to act snobbishly  (Corneo and Jeanne 1997; Leibenstein 1950).  Rucker and 
Galinsky (2009) attribute compensatory consumption to these observed effects.  
Compensatory consumption refers to the consumption behavior that aims at coping with 
psychological deficit or threat (Rucker and Galinsky 2009).  According to their findings, 
it is not the consumers who already have power that are more likely to engage in 
conspicuous consumption; it is the consumers who do not have power and feel badly 
about not having power who are likely to engage in conspicuous consumption.  To make 
themselves feel better, powerless consumers will try to mitigate their negative feelings by 
purchasing products that they think signal power and success.  In short, powerless 
consumers will “jump on the bandwagon” to feel better (pun intended).  While these 
findings chip away at the snob effect, they do support the bandwagon effect.  
Interestingly, prior studies also show support for the snob effect.  These contrary results 
could indicate that the lines between the snob effect and the bandwagon effect are blurrier 
than originally theorized.   
The terms bandwagon effect and snob effect are present in much of the social 
stratification literature on conspicuous consumption.  Researchers in this domain use 
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these terms to help explain the motivations for much of the conspicuous consumption 
phenomena.  Bandwagon effects occur when the luxury consumer is trying to fit in.  Snob 
effects occur when the luxury consumer is trying to stand out.  There are a series of 
studies however, that take a step back in the consumer process to help identify the 
antecedents to these effects (Kastanakis and Balabanis 2012, 2014).  In the first study, 
researchers develop and test a two-step exploratory model that investigates the effects the 
independent and interdependent selves have on a consumer’s need for uniqueness, status 
consumption, and consumer susceptibility to normative influence.  Then, they examine 
the effect consumer’s need for uniqueness, status consumption, and consumer 
susceptibility to normative influence have on bandwagon luxury consumption behavior 
(Kastanakis and Balabanis 2012).  In this study, the results show that there is a positive 
relationship between the interdependent self-concept and bandwagon luxury consumption 
behavior.  Additionally, there is a negative relationship between the independent self-
concept and bandwagon luxury consumption behavior.  Consumer susceptibility to 
normative influence and the need for uniqueness mediate the relationships between the 
self-concepts and bandwagon behavior (Kastanakis and Balabanis 2012).  In summary, 
interdependent luxury consumers who are more susceptible to normative influence or 
have a higher need for status are more likely to engage in bandwagon luxury 
consumption behavior. 
Researchers then extend their findings in their the second study on the antecedents 
to bandwagon effects by also identifying antecedents to snob effects (Kastanakis and 
Balabanis 2014).  In this study, the results show that there is a positive relationship 
between independent self-concept and snob luxury consumption behavior.  The need for 
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uniqueness mediates this relationship (Kastanakis and Balabanis 2014).  Furthermore, 
there is a negative relationship between the interdependent self-concept and snob luxury 
consumption behavior.  Consumer susceptibility to normative influence mediates this 
relationship; such that the more consumers are susceptible to normative influence, the 
less likely they are to engage in snob luxury consumption behavior.  In summary, 
independent luxury consumers who are less susceptible to normative influence are more 
likely to engage in luxury consumption behavior, which is in line with the snob effect.   
These two studies provide an interesting view of how individual luxury consumer 
differences are useful in determining which luxury consumers will be more likely to 
consume luxury products for snobbish or bandwagon motives.  The snob effect is likely 
to occur when luxury consumers who are independent, less susceptible to normative 
influence, or have a higher need for uniqueness consume luxury products  When 
consumption of luxury products is among luxury consumers who are interdependent, 
more susceptible to normative influence, or have a lower need for uniqueness, the 
bandwagon effect is likely to occur. 
In continuing to build on the snob and bandwagon effects for conspicuous 
consumption, another study couples extrinsic motivations (snob and bandwagon effects) 
with intrinsic motivations to create an expressive-impressive framework for luxury good 
consumption (Hudders 2012).  Expressive motives refer to the ability of luxury goods to 
signal hidden information about the owner to others, including image/identity 
enhancement, uniqueness, and conformity.  Impressive motives refer to the functional 
and emotional benefits that luxury goods provide, including quality, durability, 
indulgence, and self-reward.  The results reveal that luxury consumers assign more 
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importance to impressive motives than to expressive motives.  These results indicate 
some luxury consumers are more likely to seek more functional and emotional 
(impressive) benefits than status or prestige-related (expressive) benefits when 
purchasing or consuming luxury goods (Hudders 2012).  This is one of the first studies in 
the social stratification stream of the conspicuous consumption domain to introduce the 
idea that other mechanisms (other than social) also play a role in the purchase or 
consumption of luxury goods.   
Further support for the emotional (rather than irrational) connection between 
certain luxury consumers and luxury goods is evident in Truong's and McColl's (2011) 
paper on intrinsic motivations for luxury goods consumption.  Findings show there is a 
stronger relationship between consumer self-esteem (“satisfied with myself,” “strong 
sense of respect for myself,” and “proud of myself”) and self-directed pleasure (“buy a 
luxury brand because it pleases me,” “tend to concentrate consumption on my own 
pleasure rather than others,’” and “enjoy luxury brands on my own terms”).  Conversely, 
there is a weaker relationship between consumer self-esteem and conspicuous 
consumption (“prestige is a major reason for buying a luxury brand,” “it is important that 
the luxury brand I buy improves my image,” and “the luxury brand I buy must be a status 
symbol”; Truong and McColl 2011).  Additionally, Truong and McColl (2011) find 
positive relationships between intrinsic values (an index of personal growth, relatedness, 
community feeling, and self-esteem measures) and quality and self-directed pleasure, and 
a negative relationship with conspicuous consumption.   Similar to Hudders (2012), these 
findings indicate that intrinsic motivations, such personal rewards and pleasure also can 
act as strong motivators for luxury good purchase and consumption.  While the findings 
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presented here appear to counter the social motivations for conspicuous consumption to 
fit in or stand out (social stratification), the researchers do discuss the use of luxury 
products as symbols, albeit symbols of personal success.  It then follows that others can 
still see and decipher these symbols as symbols of success.  Therefore, even when 
purchasing or consuming luxury products for intrinsic purposes, the public use or display 
of luxury products sends a signal to others—which in turn can have social implications.   
In summary, this section presents an overall history and review of the first stream 
of conspicuous consumption literature, social stratification.  There are four central themes 
in this stream.  They include 1) solidifying conspicuous consumption as a phenomenon 
worthy of study in the consumer behavior domain, 2) acknowledging that consumers are 
not always rational purchasers, and that irrational behavior can help account for 
conspicuous consumption behavior, 3) defining and understanding Veblen effects, snob 
effects, and bandwagon effects, and 4) examining motivations for and instances in which 
these effects are likely to occur among luxury consumers.  The next section reviews the 
literature in the second stream of conspicuous consumption, evolutionary psychology.  
Evolutionary Psychology & Conspicuous Consumption.  The work in the 
evolutionary psychology stream also discusses consumer use of conspicuous 
consumption to signal certain messages, but from a different perspective.  Scholars in the 
evolutionary psychology stream examine the effects of conspicuous consumption on 
sexual signaling and mating.  Results from work in this second stream show that 
consumers use conspicuous consumption to send sexual signals to attract a mate 
(Griskevicius et al. 2007; Saad and Gill 2003; Saad and Vongas 2009; Sundie et al. 2011; 
Trigg 2001) or to retain a mate (Wang and Griskevicius 2014). 
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Evolutionary psychology attempts to integrate evolutionary biology and cognitive 
psychology to help explain various human behaviors (Saad and Gill 2000).  Evolutionary 
psychology refers to evolution via natural selection (Buss 1995).  The three components 
of evolutionary psychology are reciprocal altruism, sexual selection of mates, and 
parenting styles.  The sexual selection of mates component of evolutionary psychology is 
of particular interest to the present research.  Under this component, Buss (1995) purports 
that females are attracted to males (at least in part) who can and will provide resources 
for them.  Saad and Gill (2000) introduce evolutionary psychology as a useful framework 
into the marketing domain.  While gender is a known moderator in many marketing 
studies, why gender generates differences in consumer behavior remained unknown.  To 
address this issue, Saad and Gill (2000) position evolutionary psychology as an 
underlying process for the observed gender effects. 
Griskevicius et al. (2007) are among the first scholars to examine how 
evolutionary psychology, particularly as it pertains to sexual signaling, influences 
conspicuous consumption patterns in males and females.  Findings from their study show 
support for Buss’s (1995) evolutionary psychology theory.  Results show males who are 
in romantic mindsets spend more money (in total dollars) than males who are not in 
romantic mindsets.  This pattern is not consistent in females (Griskevicius et al. 2007).  
Additionally, and more central to the present research, findings also support that, at least 
for some luxury consumers, evolutionary (romantic) motives are the underpinnings for 
conspicuous consumption.  Females spend more money on conspicuous (versus 
inconspicuous) products when they are not in a romantic mindset.  Conversely, males 
spend more money on conspicuous (versus inconspicuous) products when they are in a 
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romantic mindset.  Finally, males in a romantic mindset spend more money on items they 
perceive to signal wealth (versus generosity).  The reverse pattern of effects is true for 
females.  Females in romantic mindsets spend more money on items they perceive to 
signal generosity (versus wealth; Griskevicius et al. 2007).  The researchers purport these 
effects emerge among females because males consider spending on luxury products more 
of a less attractive quality while spending on charitable causes more of an attractive 
quality in their potential mate.  This research provides an important contribution to the 
conspicuous consumption literature by opening up a novel avenue for marketing scholars 
to explore new motivations for conspicuous consumption behavior. Up to this point, the 
majority of work in the field focuses on economical factors, such as rational and 
irrational demand, and social factors, such as snob and bandwagon effects.  This research 
also addresses social factors, but from a different perspective.  In this research, social 
factors influence how and when consumers will present themselves as attractive to 
potential mates.  More specifically, the research identifies circumstances in which 
consumers will use conspicuous consumption to present (or signal) the version of 
themselves they think their potential mates will find attractive.  Moreover, the romantic 
motivation to present themselves attractively to mates is built into their biology.  It is an 
innate desire based on evolution and natural selection.    
In a next step toward deepening the academy’s understanding of biological effects 
on conspicuous consumption behavior, one study examines changes in male testosterone 
levels when engaging in conspicuous consumption (Saad and Vongas 2009).  Results 
show that male testosterone levels increase when engaging in conspicuous consumption 
and remain unchanged when engaging in non-conspicuous consumption.  Additionally, 
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testosterone levels in males increase when a male witnesses another male engaging in 
conspicuous consumption when a female is also present.  Results from this study provide 
further support that conspicuous consumption is not simply a learned behavior.  
Conspicuous consumption is, at least in part, a biological behavior too.  Saad and Vongas 
(2009) provide a meaningful contribution to the link between evolutionary psychology 
and conspicuous consumption as their study provides evidentiary support for the effects 
of male conspicuous consumption on male biology.    
Interestingly, another study finds a potential boundary condition to the 
relationship between sexual signaling and conspicuous consumption among certain male 
consumers (Janssens et al. 2009).  While single males (those not in committed 
relationships) report an increase in the interest in status-laden products when exposed to 
mating cues, males in committed relationships do not report an increase in status-laden 
products when exposed to the same mating cues.  Further, only single males are more 
likely to notice status-laden products when exposed to sexily (versus plainly) dressed 
females.  These effects are not present among males in committed relationships (Janssens 
et al. 2009).  Thus, these results indicate that the relationship between sexual signaling 
and conspicuous consumption may be restricted to single males.  As a result, these results 
also introduce an important distinction for parsing out under which circumstances males 
use conspicuous consumption to present themselves, or signal, attractiveness to potential 
mates.  It follows that if the use of conspicuous consumption to attract a mate may be 
restricted to single males, then use of conspicuous consumption as a sexual signal is more 
of a mate attraction tool (Janssens et al. 2009) than a mate retention tool. 
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Sundie et al. (2011) identify another piece of the puzzle in the academy’s 
knowledge of the relationship between evolutionary psychology and conspicuous 
consumption among male luxury consumers.  Their results demonstrate that conspicuous 
consumption affects males who are seeking short-term, not long-term, mates.  Males 
seeking short-term mating strategies are more likely to engage in conspicuous 
consumption than males seeking long-term mating strategies (Sundie et al. 2011).  
Moreover, females who perceive males conspicuously consuming are more likely to 
associate those males as being interested in short-term mating (versus long-term mating).  
Thus, male conspicuous consumption enhances female desirability (attractiveness) of the 
male in the short-term only, not the long-term.  Overall, these findings suggest that male 
displays of consumption status-laden goods are not just about presenting economic 
resources to potential mates, as Buss (1995) and Saad and Gill (2000) postulate.  In this 
context, both males and females also see conspicuous consumption as part of a sexual 
signaling system that focuses on attracting short-term mates instead of long-term 
partners.  Additionally, these findings further support the notion that conspicuous 
consumption, as means of a sexual signal, is more useful for mate attraction (Janssens et 
al. 2009) than mate retention.   
Surprisingly, a majority of the work in the evolutionary psychology stream 
focuses on male consumption of conspicuous luxury products to attract desirable female 
mates.  However, some marketing scholars also examine what happens once a mate is 
secure.  In this context, luxury consumers are now seeking ways to retain their mate.  
Prior insights from evolutionary psychology indicate females have more of a vested 
interest to protect against mate poachers to retain their acquired mate than males, due to 
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the female’s time and energy necessary for successful reproduction (Wang and 
Griskevicius 2014).  As a result, the extant literature investigating mate guarding 
circumstances primarily focus on the female point of view.   
In a study that examines the intra-sexual competition between females in a mate 
guarding context, findings show females use luxury products to signal to other females 
that their romantic partner is devoted to them; thus creating the perception that their male 
mate is harder to poach (Wang and Griskevicius 2014).  When activating a mate-guarding 
prime, female participants perceive another female as having a more devoted male 
partner when she had a designer outfit and accessories then when the other female had a 
non-designer outfit and accessories.  Additionally, females who are in the mate-guarding 
condition have stronger desires for conspicuous luxury products and a higher likelihood 
to engage in conspicuous consumption than females who are not in mate-guarding 
conditions (Wang and Griskevicius 2014).  This pattern of effects, coupled with other 
findings discussed in this section, suggest that from an evolutionary perspective, males 
are more likely to use conspicuous consumption for mate attraction purposes and females 
are more likely to use conspicuous consumption for mate-guarding purposes.  However, 
findings from another study contradict this notion (Hudders et al. 2014). 
 There is research showing females also consume conspicuous luxury products for 
self-promotion purposes to attract, not just retain, male mates (Hudders et al. 2014).  
When placing females in competitive contexts against other females in search of male 
mates, females report higher product attitudes for luxury dresses than non-luxury dresses.  
This effect is not present when placing females in noncompetitive contexts against other 
females (e.g., not competing for a mate) in search of male mates or when the luxury 
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product is not perceived as an attractive enhancing product (e.g., a smartphone versus a 
lipstick).  Additionally, females perceive other females who consume luxury products as 
less friendly, mature, or smart but more sexy, attractive, youthful, ambitious, and wealthy 
than females who do not use consumer luxury products (Hudders et al. 2014).  Taken 
together, these results indicate that females use conspicuous consumption as a means to 
increase their ability to compete with rivals (other females) when attracting a mate.  
These findings support two principal ideas in the evolutionary psychology stream.  First, 
it builds on the prior literature discussing the use of status-laden products—luxury 
products—as part of a sexual signaling system for both mate attraction and mate retention 
among males and females.  Second, it builds on the growing literature on intra-sexual 
competition for potential mates among female luxury consumers. 
This section presents an overall history and review of the second stream of 
conspicuous consumption literature, evolutionary psychology.  There are two main 
themes in this stream.  The first main theme discusses the use of conspicuous 
consumption among males and females as a sexual signaling system for mate attraction 
purposes.  The second main theme discusses the use of the conspicuous consumption in 
the context of intra-sexual competitions, primarily among females, to protect against 
mate poachers, a.k.a. mate-guarding or mate retention.   
Conspicuous Consumption Conclusion.  The two primary research streams in the 
conspicuous consumption domain present different perspectives for consumer 
motivations to engage in conspicuous consumption, for either social stratification (fit in 
or stand out) or evolutionary (mating) purposes.  Both streams describe the process of 
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conspicuous consumption as the public use or display of high-end luxury products (a.k.a. 
status symbols) for consumers to present themselves a certain way or to signal others.   
As marketing scholars observe and study new forms of conspicuous consumption 
behavior among luxury consumers, new research streams in this domain will emerge.  
Recent research suggests that certain non-conforming behaviors (Bellezza, Gino and 
Keinan 2014) and busyness or lack of time to engage in leisure activities are becoming 
new forms of status symbols primed for conspicuous consumption (Bellezza, Paharia and 
Keinan 2017).  Other research links conspicuous consumption to prosocial behaviors 
such as green consumption a.k.a. conspicuous conservation; Sexton and Sexton 2014) to 
display wealth or attract mates.  Recent research also shows that some luxury consumers 
are using inconspicuous consumption, instead of conspicuous consumption, to 
differentiate themselves from others (Chaudhuri and Majumdar 2006).  The next section 
discusses the budding domain of inconspicuous consumption in luxury behavior. 
Inconspicuous Consumption 
While recent research speculates that new forms of conspicuous consumption are 
emerging, many traditional status symbols are losing their signaling power due to 
numerous factors (Eckhardt, Belk and Wilson, 2015; Wu et al. 2017).  Current market 
conditions and shifts in discretionary income among various socio-economic classes play 
a vital role in the interest in, consumption of, and desire to display status symbols.  Some 
luxury brands that are established status symbols have taken to creating more affordable 
options designed to reach a broader market (Granot and Brashear 2007; Silverstein and 
Fiske 2003), which dilutes the brand’s image among its core audience.  Finally, 
consumers who were unable to afford certain luxury products in the past are now able to 
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rent authentic or purchase counterfeit luxury items for a fraction of the price (Amaral and 
Loken 2016; Doss and Robinson 2013; Kapferer and Bastien, 2009; Klarmann, 
Wiedmann and Hennigs 2013; Mourey and Yoon 2011; Nia and Zaichkowsky 2000; 
Perez, Castaño and Quintanilla 2010; Phau and Teah 2009; Stravinskiene, Dovaliene, and 
Ambrazeviciute 2013; Vigneron and Johnson 2004; Wiedmann, Hennigs and Klarmann 
2012; Wilcox, Kim and Sen 2009; Yeoman 2011).  As a result, certain luxury consumers 
no longer consider some luxury brands as aspirational or exclusive since they have 
become more accessible to both luxury and non-luxury consumers (Bilge 2015; Cavender 
and Kincade 2014; Gurzki and Woisetschläger 2017; Kastanakis and Balabanis 2012; 
Truong, McColl and Kitchen 2009).   
While it was once “in vogue” for some luxury consumers to display their wealth 
and communicate their status via public display of conspicuous luxury products, there is 
evidence that the new signal of success is no overt signal at all.  Some luxury consumers 
are moving away from more ostentatious products and toward new inconspicuous luxury 
products that are harder to identify and imitate.  Some luxury brands are designing 
product options with less obvious branding elements (Nunes et al. 2011).  They are 
creating inconspicuous luxury products.  Inconspicuous luxury products are subtle, 
discreet, and are low in brand prominence (Berger and Ward, 2010; Han, Nunes and 
Dréze 2010).  Yet, these less prominent product cues are unmistakable to certain luxury 
consumers who recognize and appreciate inconspicuous luxury products (Eckhardt, Belk 
and Wilson 2015).  The shift in which some luxury consumers are seeking products with 
more subtle signals that can only be interpreted by other consumers in the know—
consumers who have the requisite knowledge or cultural capital (Bourdieu 1984)—has 
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been dubbed “inconspicuous consumption” (Berger and Ward, 2010).  Cultural capital 
refers to a luxury consumer’s connoisseurship to know the difference between seemingly 
plain, non-luxurious products and high-end inconspicuously branded products (see the 
Cultural Capital section in Chapter III for more detail on what cultural capital is and how 
consumers use it).   
Granot and Brashear (2007) describe inconspicuous consumption as the act of 
choosing to select high quality and expensive goods that display little-to-no visual brand 
elements.  In a qualitative study, they seek to understand how shifts in the luxury market, 
particularly the accessibility of luxury products, impact motivations for both conspicuous 
and inconspicuous consumption.  Their findings indicate superiority, differentiation, 
emotional connections, signaling, personal rewards, and exploration of new brands or 
styles contribute to luxury consumer desire to engage in both conspicuous and 
inconspicuous consumption (Granot and Brashear 2007).  The key differentiator, as the 
researchers point out, between motivations for conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption is the degree of public display of the luxury good, regardless of the other 
motivators.  Granot and Brashear (2007) begin to make the connection between the 
increase in accessibility of once harder to acquire luxury products and the growing need 
for some consumers to find new ways to stand out by using less conspicuous, more subtle 
luxury products.   
In one of the first studies to examine consumer differences in preferences for 
overt and more obvious (conspicuous) or discreet and more subtle (inconspicuous) luxury 
products, Han et al. (2010) introduce the construct of “brand prominence.”  Brand 
prominence refers to the extent to which a product has visible markings that help others 
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recognize the brand.  As previously discussed, firms can produce products with 
prominent or non-prominent brand markings (see Figure 1).  One might theorize that the 
more overt and conspicuous products cost more than the subtle and inconspicuous 
products from the same luxury brand since the overt versions are easier to recognize.  
However, results of a market analysis show the opposite is true.  As the perceived brand 
prominence increases, the price of luxury products (including Louis Vuitton and Gucci 
handbags, Louis Vuitton men’s shoes, and a Mercedes Benz car) decreases (Han et al. 
2010).  Next, to identify which consumers are likely to recognize subtle and 
inconspicuous products—products with less brand prominence—Han et al. (2010) find 
that only wealthy consumers with a low need for status can interpret subtle and 
inconspicuous products (versus wealthy consumers with a high need for status or non-
wealthy consumers with either a high or low need for status).  Finally, the researchers put 
forth a typology, consisting of a 2x2 matrix (wealth: high or low by the need for status: 
high or low), to predict which consumers are more likely to prefer luxury products with 
more or less brand prominence.  Findings show wealthy consumers with a low need for 
status are more likely to prefer luxury products with less brand prominence (Patricians).  
Conversely, wealthy consumers with a high need for status are more likely to prefer 
luxury products with more brand prominence (Parvenus).  Findings also show non-
wealthy consumers with a high need for status are more likely to engage in counterfeit 
consumption as they lack the financial means but still want to emulate those they 
perceive as wealthy (Poseurs).  Non-wealthy consumers with a low need for status do not 
have a brand prominence preference, as they are not likely to engage in either 
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conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption (Proletarians; see Figure 6 for full typology; 
Han et al. 2010).  
FIGURE 6: TYPOLOGY OF BRAND SIGNAL PREFERENCE  
BASED ON WEALTH & NEED FOR STATUS 
 
Note: Reprinted from Han et al. (2010) “Signaling Status with Luxury Goods: The 
Role of Brand Prominence,” Journal of Marketing, 74 (4), pp. 15-30. 
 
 
The work put forth by Han et al. (2010) is a good first step toward broadening the 
academy’s understanding of differences between certain luxury consumers.  The 
researchers investigate how varying degrees of wealth and need for status coexist to 
shape luxury consumer preferences for products with high or low brand prominence.  
However, the researchers have yet to explore a few other important distinctions.  First, 
there are instances in which non-wealthy consumers now have access to real, not 
counterfeit, luxury goods; thus, making wealth less of a barrier to luxury goods 
consumption.  Second, prior research in this area shows strong support for status seeking 
as a primary motivation for both conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption.  Han et al. 
(2010) discuss circumstances where lower need for status motivates luxury purchases 
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with less brand prominence.  It would follow then, that low-status seeking consumers 
may be more likely to purchase high quality but less expensive, functionally equivalent 
goods that are low in brand prominence.  The work put forth by Han et al. does not show 
this.  Therefore, it remains unclear if low need for status activates consumer desire for 
inconspicuous luxury products, or if some other factor is influencing the decision-making 
process. 
Building on the connection between some consumers’ need to find new way to 
stand out in the wake of shifts in the luxury market and varying levels of brand 
prominence or conspicuousness, additional research further establishes a link between the 
price of luxury products and the product’s level of brand conspicuousness (Berger and 
Ward 2010).  Findings show that while there is a positive relationship between luxury 
brand identification and the level of brand conspicuousness, there is a negative 
relationship between price and level of brand conspicuousness.  After a certain price 
point (approximately $200-$300), as the price of the luxury product increases, the level 
of brand conspicuousness for the product decreases (Berger and Ward 2010).  This 
pattern of effects is consistent with Han et al. (2010).  Additionally, findings indicate that 
insiders (luxury consumers with domain-specific interest and knowledge, with cultural 
capital) are more likely to prefer luxury products with less brand conspicuousness than 
luxury products with more brand conspicuousness. Researchers attribute insiders’ desire 
for less conspicuous luxury products to their need to differentiate from the general 
population (snob effect).  Insiders (those with more cultural capital) prefer luxury 
products with less brand conspicuousness that only other insiders can recognize.  
Additionally, when testing the effects in private versus public settings, Berger and Ward 
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(2010) find these effects are stronger in public (peers will see your luxury item) versus 
private settings (no one will see your luxury item).  The findings from Han et al. (2010) 
and Berger and Ward (2010) suggest that when some luxury consumers engage in 
inconspicuous consumption, the snob effect will occur.     
In a conceptual paper that calls for the separation between brand conspicuousness 
and luxury branding, Eckhardt et al. (2015) build a case for luxury brand subtlety and 
sophistication.  Researchers discuss the shift from conspicuous to inconspicuous 
consumption as an outcome of 1) cultural homogenization from advances in education, 
tax reform, and changes in welfare policies, and 2) many luxury brands’ creation of less 
expensive, more accessible versions of their products.  According to the researchers, this 
shift is giving way to new consumer behavior in luxury consumption, in which 
“inconspicuousness is the new conspicuousness” (Eckhardt et al. 2015, p. 6).  
Inconspicuous luxury products are harder to recognize, and in many cases, less accessible 
than conspicuous luxury products (Eckhardt et al. 2015).  Therefore, certain luxury 
consumers may find inconspicuous luxury products more desirable for achieving their 
status goals than conspicuous luxury products.  In turn, the exclusiveness associated with 
inconspicuous luxury products, the heightened “snob appeal,” maps nicely onto the 
original luxury consumer motivations of the snob effect (Eckhardt et al. 2015; 
Leibenstein 1950).   Researchers further hint that consumers who engage in 
inconspicuous consumption may be more motivated to stand out—activating the snob 
effect.  Conversely, consumers who engage in conspicuous consumption may be more 
motivated to fit in—activating the bandwagon effect (Eckhardt et al. 2015).    
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While Eckhardt et al.'s (2015) paper is conceptual, the direction and overall 
contribution it provides is important.  First, the paper suggests that at least certain 
consumers do not consider luxury products and brand prominence as synonymous.  A 
brand can create and sell premium-priced luxury products that have little-to-no branding 
on it.  Second, the paper implies that the preference for inconspicuous over conspicuous 
luxury products among certain luxury consumers is not fleeting.  Continuously changing 
economic conditions, both nationally and internationally, will push luxury brand 
designers and marketers to evolve to maintain relationships with and serve a variety of 
luxury customers with increasingly diverse product preferences.  Third, and most 
importantly, Eckhardt et al.'s (2015) paper advocates that inconspicuous consumption is a 
research-worthy topic.  It speaks to the need for and provides interesting future research 
directions for marketing scholars to study and better understand inconspicuous 
consumption behavior.  
In the wake of Eckhardt et al.'s (2015) and building on Berger and Ward's (2010) 
work, Wu et al. (2017) develop four motivations of inconspicuous consumption using a 
series of economic and social factors.  Researchers derive results from a six-year 
qualitative study.  Throughout the qualitative analysis, consisting of a mix of 
observations, interviews, and photographs, four motivations for inconspicuous 
consumption emerge: 1) differentiation, 2) aesthetics and function-seeking, 3) envy 
avoidance, and 4) fantasy lifestyle (Wu et al. 2017).  Each of these is discussed in more 
detail below. 
The first motivation for inconspicuous consumption is differentiation.  Research 
shows when luxury consumers engage in inconspicuous consumption to differentiate 
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themselves they are attempting to stand out from the aspirational consumption of lower-
status consumers.  The rationale for inconspicuous consumption via differentiation is as 
follows: when lower-status consumers use luxury brands, they weaken the brand.  This 
weakening is mostly due to the accessibility of mass-market versions of the brand or the 
use of brand counterfeits (Wu et al. 2017).  The differentiation motivation ties directly to 
other work in the inconspicuous consumption literature (Berger and Ward 2010; Eckhardt 
et al. 2015; Granot and Brashear 2007; Han et al. 2010). 
The second motivation for inconspicuous consumption is aesthetics and function-
seeking.  When luxury consumers choose inconspicuous products for aesthetics and 
function-seeking purposes, they are more interested in the product’s quality and 
authenticity, than the product’s status-laden properties (Wu et al. 2017).  They are 
seeking luxury products that are made from quality fabrics and create quality designs that 
are hard to imitate.  This second motivation for inconspicuous consumption is also in line 
with the other work in the inconspicuous consumption literature (Berger and Ward 2010; 
Eckhardt et al. 2015; Granot and Brashear 2007; Han et al. 2010). 
The third motivation for inconspicuous consumption is envy avoidance.  While 
some prior research speculates that luxury consumers feel guilty about consuming luxury 
products in public, particularly due to the economic downturn in 2008 (Berger and Ward 
2010; Eckhardt et al. 2015), Wu et al. (2017) are among the first researchers to capture 
the consumer sentiment.  In their work, they identify a series of conspicuous consumers 
who avoid purchasing products with visible branding because they either do not want 
others to be envious that they can afford such luxury products or they would feel guilty 
about being a conspicuous consumer (Wu et al. 2017).  
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The fourth motivation for conspicuous consumption is the creation of a fantasy 
lifestyle.  In this instance, luxury consumers purchase or collect luxury products that, in 
their mind, symbolize an identity or lifestyle they aspire to have (Wu et al. 2017).  For 
example, a consumer who wishes to be more “artsy” may purchase an expensive item 
because it looks artistic or because they may use it do something artistic in the future.  
The purchase or collection of such items is inconspicuous because it is unlikely that 
others will see the luxury products.  They are usually for private consumption only.   
The fantasy lifestyle motivation for inconspicuous consumption links with a form 
of inconspicuous consumption described by Sullivan and Gershuny (2004).  In their 
work, Sullivan and Gershuny (2004) identify a form of conspicuous consumption in 
which consumers purchase expensive leisure goods, but then store the products away due 
to lack of time.  Consumers do intend to use them at some imagined time in the future 
when they will be able to use them.  In the present, these consumers derive satisfaction 
from the mere knowledge that they possess the expensive item, which symbolizes an 
imaginary future event or lifestyle.  The fantasy lifestyle motivation also relates to 
product symbolization and the extended self (Belk 1988).  Consumers purchase or collect 
these luxury possessions to help construct their current or aspiring self-identities.   
The last two motivations of inconspicuous consumption, envy avoidance and 
fantasy lifestyle, highlight more of a departure from the traditional thinking about luxury 
product consumption.  When either of the last two motivations are active, consumers are 
not displaying their expensive purchases to signal wealth or differentiate themselves from 
others.  They are choosing to keep their signals of success to themselves.  However, the 
first two motivations of inconspicuous consumption, differentiation and aesthetics and 
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function-seeking, highlight more of an evolution of the traditional thinking about luxury 
product consumption.  When one of the first two motives of inconspicuous consumption 
are active, certain luxury consumers are seeking new ways to separate themselves from 
others using luxury products that are less accessible and harder to imitate.   
Continuing with the notion that inconspicuous consumption is an evolution of 
conspicuous consumption, another conceptual paper positions inconspicuous 
consumption as “a successive and expanded form of conspicuous consumption” (Reddy 
and Han 2017, p. 88).  As such, this paper expresses the need for a deeper understanding 
of inconspicuous consumption and calls for more empirical investigations of this budding 
phenomenon (Reddy and Han 2017).  It discusses that some current luxury consumers 
use inconspicuous consumption in the same way luxury consumers used conspicuous 
consumption in the past, as a means to construct who they are.  Similar to other papers on 
this topic, Reddy and Han (2017) describe inconspicuous luxury products as quieter and 
more subtle than conspicuous luxury products. 
Reddy and Han (2017) also discuss that certain luxury consumers may prefer 
subtle styles because they seem more authentic and harder to imitate.  Thus, the 
researchers suggest that engaging in inconspicuous consumption helps luxury consumers 
differentiate themselves from others.  This sentiment echoes the theme present in other 
conceptual and empirical work on conspicuous consumption.   While the behavior in 
which some luxury consumers engage in has shifted (from conspicuous to inconspicuous 
consumption), the desire to stand out or be a part of an elite group remains the same for 
many luxury consumers.  However, recent findings from another qualitative study show 
that at least some luxury consumers make inconspicuous choices for motivations other 
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than to fit in with or stand out from desirable groups (Makkar and Yap 2018).  Other 
symbolic and societal motivations also help account for luxury consumer preferences for 
inconspicuous products.   By conducting an in-depth analysis of the “Patricians” segment 
of inconspicuous luxury consumers—wealthy consumers with a low need for status who 
use quiet signals to communicate with each other (Han et al. 2010) —researchers extend 
the prior literature and use identity signaling needs and cultural capital to identify four 
smaller sub-segments that make up the “Patricians” segment as a whole.  The four sub-
segments include 1) Fashion Influencers, 2) Trendsetters, 3) Fashion Followers, and 4) 
Luxe Conservatives (see Figure 7; Makkar and Yap 2018).  Findings point out that some 
segments of inconspicuous consumers’ desire inconspicuous luxury products for their 
beauty, functionality, or quality, while other segments desire inconspicuous luxury 
products to help assert their different roles in society (Makkar and Yap 2018).   
The first sub-segment, luxury consumers with high cultural capital and low need 
for identity signaling (Fashion Influencers), use luxury products to satisfy intrinsic 
motives.  They appreciate the artisanship of inconspicuous luxury products and admire 
the product’s heritage.  Fashion Influencers also use luxury products with subtle signals 
to disassociate themselves from others while simultaneously positioning themselves as 
opinion leaders in the fashion world.   
The second sub-segment, luxury consumers with high cultural capital and high 
need for identity signaling (Trend Setters), use luxury products to satisfy extrinsic or 
materialistic motives.  They are typically the early adopters of fashion trends and new 
designers.  Trend Setters use their knowledge (their cultural capital) to portray 
themselves as “in-the-know” fashion mavens among their cohort.  They also use their 
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luxury products as a means to signal status and uniqueness to others.  They want to stand 
out.  Based on the profile of the Trend Setters, it would follow that they are the sub-
segment most likely to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption based 
on their need for status and whom they are trying to signal to or impress. 
The third sub-segment, luxury consumers with low cultural capital and high need 
for identity signaling (Fashion Followers), also use luxury products to satisfy extrinsic or 
materialistic motives and to imitate the Trend Setters.  Fashion Followers have the desire 
to use luxury products to disassociate from others (stand out) or associate (fit in) with 
certain groups (Trend Setters), but they do not have enough cultural capital to make the 
correct product use or choice to satisfy their motives.  They rely on the Trend Setters to 
guide their product use, which as theorized above may be either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous.   
 The fourth sub-segment, luxury consumers with low cultural capital and low 
need for identity signaling (Luxe Conservatives), do not use luxury products to satisfy 
intrinsic or extrinsic motivations or disassociative and associative purposes.  They use 
luxury products for their tastefulness, elegance, and utilitarian needs (e.g., functionality, 
comfort, and suitability).  They typically shy away from conspicuous products to avoid 
making a fashion faux pas or, similar to Wu et al. (2017), causing envy in others. 
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FIGURE 7: TYPOLOGY OF INCONSPICUOUS LUXURY CONSUMERS  
BASED ON CULTURAL CAPITAL & NEED FOR IDENTITY SIGNALING  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: Reprinted from Makkar and Yap (2018) “The Anatomy of The Inconspicuous Luxury Fashion 
Experience,” Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management: An International Journal, pp. 129-56. 
 
 Makkar and Yap (2018) make two important contributions to the inconspicuous 
consumption literature.  First, their findings help broaden the academy’s understanding of 
diverse needs and motivations of inconspicuous consumers.  Similar to conspicuous 
consumption, inconspicuous consumption is a complex consumer behavior.  There are 
varying and distinct reasons for why a luxury consumer may choose to engage in 
inconspicuous consumption.  Some reasons may include to fit in with, or stand out from, 
desirable groups, while other reasons may be to solidify one’s position in the fashion 
world.  This insight expands the academy’s view of inconspicuous consumers from a 
single segment to a multi-segment population, each with specific needs and motivations.  
Luxury consumers in some segments desire luxury products for their beauty, 
functionality, or quality, while luxury consumers in other segments desire luxury 
products to help affirm their roles in society. 
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 Second, Makkar and Yap (2018) purport that the subtle signals of inconspicuous 
luxury products are still signals directed at specific audiences (e.g., people they are trying 
to impress or the signal receivers).  Inconspicuous luxury products do have product cues 
that are recognizable to others who are “in-the-know.”  Certain luxury consumers can 
interpret these subtle signals and use them as the basis to form opinions about the 
person’s fashion prowess and style.  Moreover, since the subtle cues are recognizable, 
they may be harder to imitate at first, but may become more mainstream in the future—
just as conspicuous consumption is more mainstream now—as more Fashion Followers 
(and the like) follow the trends of the groups they are trying to fit in with or emulate. 
 While Makkar and Yap (2018) make valuable contributions to the inconspicuous 
consumption literature, there is one area they fail to reconcile in their work.  In their 
expanded view of the “Patricians” segment of inconspicuous luxury consumers, it seems 
that two of the four sub-segments identified by Makkar and Yap (2018), the Trend Setters 
and the Fashion Followers, have a high need for identity signaling.  Yet, Han et al. (2010) 
describe all “Patricians” has having a low need for status.  Thus, these two sub-segments 
seem counterintuitive to the original “Patricians” description put forth by Han et al. 
(2010).  This potential discrepancy further supports the need for further investigation into 
the academy’s understanding of luxury consumer inconspicuous consumption behavior.  
 Inconspicuous Consumption Conclusion.  Inconspicuous consumption is 
relatively new to the field of consumer behavior.  As Eckhardt et al. (2015) state, research 
on inconspicuous consumption is “conspicuously absent.”  Work-to-date has 
concentrated on defining the construct (Berger and Ward, 2010; Granot and Brashear 
2007), identifying a consumer typology for which luxury consumers will engage in either 
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conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption (Han et al. 2010; Makkar and Yap 2018), 
determining products that are ripe for inconspicuous purposes (Berger and Ward 2010), 
and classifying different forms of or motivations for inconspicuous behavior (Sullivan 
and Gershuny 2004; Wu et al. 2017).   
 Additionally, much of the work in inconspicuous consumption domain discusses 
that product cues or not necessarily absent from inconspicuous luxury products.  The 
product cues are there, but they are only recognizable to those in-the-know, those with 
the cultural capital to identify and interpret the more subtle cues found on inconspicuous 
products.  It is clear that cultural capital plays a vital role in inconspicuous consumption.  
What is less clear however, is how cultural capital influences (in)conspicuous 
consumption and whether someone with more (less) cultural capital will desire more 
(less) conspicuous products in different situations, e.g., if the luxury consumer perceives 
his or her audience to have a more or less cultural capital to interpret the signals the 
luxury consumer is sending to them. 
Lastly, aside from Han et al. (2010) and Wang and Griskevicius (2014), the work 
in this field mostly studies inconspicuous consumption in isolation versus studying it 
alongside conspicuous consumption.  However, studying inconspicuous consumption 
without also studying conspicuous consumption at the same time is not an accurate 
reflection of the current luxury consumer choice set.  With the rise of inconspicuous 
luxury product offerings, luxury consumers who use status symbols now have a 
fundamental choice to make.  Will they choose the luxury product that is more 
conspicuous (brand or logo prominently displayed) or more inconspicuous (brand or logo 
is more subtle and less prominently displayed) as their status symbol?  In some cases, 
63 
 
luxury consumers are now considering both conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury 
products at the same time.  The motivation to purchase or use a conspicuous or 
inconspicuous luxury product can vary based on intrinsic, extrinsic, social or 
evolutionary motives.  Therefore, it is imperative that new research in the luxury domain 
examines both conspicuous and inconspicuous phenomena at the same time.   
The Conspicuousness Conundrum & Literature Gap  
 The evolution of brand preferences in the luxury market—from conspicuous to 
inconspicuous— along with the decoupling of brand prominence and luxury perceptions 
presents the marketing academy and luxury industry practitioners with a conundrum.  For 
the marketing academy, should scholars focus more on inconspicuous (versus 
conspicuous) consumption of luxury brands and products for the foreseeable future?  For 
industry practitioners, should luxury brand designers and marketers continue to shift 
more of their product mix from conspicuous to inconspicuous offerings?   
 At first glance, the prior research presented throughout this chapter suggests 
bandwagon effects and motives rooted in evolutionary psychology will activate consumer 
desire for conspicuous products, while snob effects will activate consumer desire for 
inconspicuous products.  However, upon an in-depth review of the motivations for 
conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption, the delineation in motivations is less clear-
cut.  There is a sizeable amount of overlap between the various motivations for both 
conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption.  Of the 14 motivations the extant literature 
attributes to conspicuous consumption, marketing scholars also attribute eight of those 
motivations to inconspicuous consumption (see Table 2).  
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TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF MOTIVATIONS FOR CONSPICUOUS & 
INCONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION FROM EXTANT LITERATURE   
 
Motivation 
Conspicuous 
Consumption 
Inconspicuous 
Consumption 
Author(s) 
1. Brand Image / Symbolism  -- Grubb and Grathwohl 
1967  
Leibenstein 1950 
Levy 1959 
Shukla 2008 
2. Public Display / Signaling   Bearden and Etzel 1982  
Chaudhuri and Majumdar 
2006 
Makkar and Yap 2018 
3. Self-Identity 
(Real/Aspirational/Fantasy) 
  Belk 1988 
Reddy and Han 2017  
Shukla 2008 
Sullivan and Gershuny 
2004  
Wu et al. 2017 
4. Quality   Bagwell and Bernheim 
1996 
Granot and Brashear 2007  
Vigneron and Johnson 
1999 
Wu et al. 2017 
5. Price   Berger and Ward 2010 
Corneo and Jeanne 1997 
6. Prestige / Status-Seeking    Eckhardt et al. 2015 
Han et al. 2010 
Makkar and Yap 2018  
Stokburger-Sauer and 
Teichmann 2013 
Vigneron and Johnson 
1999 
7. Wealth or Success   Eckhardt et al. 2015 
Han et al. 2010 
Mandel et al. 2006 
8. Uniqueness 
(Stand Out/Disassociate)  
  Berger and Ward 2010 
Chaudhuri and Majumdar 
2006 
Kastanakis and Balabanis 
2012, 2014  
Makkar and Yap 2018 
Page 1992 
Reddy and Han 2017 
Stokburger-Sauer and 
Teichmann 2013 Wu et al. 
2017 
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9. Power 
 
 -- Rucker and Galinsky 2009 
10. Interdependent/Independent 
Self-Concept 
 
 -- Kastanakis and Balabanis 
2012, 2014 
11. Normative Influence   -- Kastanakis and Balabanis 
2012, 2014 
12. Intrinsic/Extrinsic   Hudders 2012 
Makkar and Yap 2018 
Truong and McColl 2011 
13. Romantic/Mating   -- Buss 1995 
Griskevicius et al. 2007 
Hudders et al. 2014 
Janssens et al. 2009 
Saad and Gill 2000 
Saad and Vongas 2009 
Sundie et al. 2011 
Wang and Griskevicius 
2014 
14. Envy Avoidance  --  Makkar and Yap 2018 
Wu et al. 2017 
 
 The insight that more than half of the motivations for conspicuous consumption 
are also motivations for inconspicuous consumption, and the recent research finding that 
luxury consumption is useful for purposes other than association or disassociation 
(Makkar and Yap 2018), uncovers a gap in the (in)conspicuous consumption literature.  If 
a number of the motivations for conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption are blurred, 
meaning that many of the motivations for conspicuous consumption are the same for 
inconspicuous consumption, then how and when can the marketing academy and luxury 
marketing practitioners accurately understand and predict which luxury consumers will 
engage in (in)conspicuous consumption?  This unanswered question leads to the need for 
more research in this area.   
 One common characteristic present throughout the existing (in)conspicuous 
consumption literature is the assumption that a luxury consumer will continue to be more 
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likely to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption regardless of 
different situational factors.  The reason for this stems from the academy’s investigation 
of individual differences among various luxury consumers.  For example, the existing 
literature examines how individual differences in a luxury consumer’s wealth, power, 
need for status or uniqueness, or identity needs influence his or her likelihood to engage 
in (in)conspicuous consumption.  However, the existing research does not contemplate 
the idea that it is likely that situational factors, such as to whom the luxury consumer is 
trying to signal—perceptions of their audience (or signal receivers)—can also play a 
critical role in, or change, the luxury consumer’s preference for either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous products under different circumstances.   
Additionally, prior literature attempts to create a clear distinction between the 
typologies for conspicuous and inconspicuous consumers.  Recent research shows the 
lines between the motivations for luxury consumption are not black and white.  There are 
shades of gray.  It then follows that the typologies put forth by prior research are not 
black and white either.  It is likely that there are instances in which the same luxury 
consumer may choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption 
depending on certain situational factors.  Moreover, this choice is not based solely on 
individual differences of the luxury consumer but based on a combination of individual 
differences and other situational factors, such as luxury consumers’ perception of their 
audience.  It is likely that the same luxury consumer will choose to engage in 
conspicuous consumption in one situation and choose to engage in inconspicuous 
consumption in another situation.  I propose that there are additional factors that 1) can 
help explain why there is an overlap between many of the motivations for conspicuous 
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and inconspicuous consumption and 2) are useful for reducing the gap in the academy’s 
understanding of when the same luxury consumer will choose to engage in either 
conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.   
Therefore, the purpose of this research is to address the conspicuousness 
conundrum and contribute to the existing literature in the following ways.  First, this 
research builds on the academy’s knowledge of inconspicuous consumption in general, as 
well as broadens its understanding of the circumstances in which certain luxury 
consumers will choose to engage in inconspicuous consumption versus conspicuous 
consumption in a single use setting.  Second, this research helps luxury brand managers 
better understand the differences in various luxury consumer segments to design and 
implement product development, brand-building, in-store and online experiences, and 
sales strategies that focus on pairing the right luxury products with the right luxury 
consumer segment.  As such, this research investigates the following questions. 
1. What role do situational factors such as the luxury consumer’s perception of 
their audience play in the use of conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury 
products? 
2. Which factors help luxury consumers recognize the difference between 
conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products?   
3. Under what conditions can marketers change luxury consumer preferences for 
and use of conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products? 
 
End of Chapter Summary 
Chapter II reviewed the prior literature for both general and luxury branding.  
This chapter also reviewed and synthesized the critical extant literature surrounding 
conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption.  The first part of the chapter discussed the 
power and importance of brands.  Additionally, it described how consumers use brands to 
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signal desirable messages about themselves to others.  The next part of the chapter 
explored the additional branding elements most closely associated with luxury brands and 
identified the four cornerstones of a luxury brand: premium pricing, exclusivity and 
scarcity, uniqueness, and identifiable brand markers, symbols, and logos.     
This chapter also dove into key research findings and motivations from the 
conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption literature. It discussed the two primary 
research streams for conspicuous consumption, social stratification, and evolutionary 
psychology, and explored the interrelationships between those research streams, the 
Veblen, bandwagon, and sob effects, and the likelihood for a consumer to engage in 
either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Chapter II also summarizes the key 
findings from the inconspicuous consumption literature to-date including, creating 
profiles of conspicuous luxury consumers, determining products that are ripe for 
inconspicuous purposes, and classifying different forms of or motivations for 
inconspicuous behavior. 
Lastly, and most importantly, Chapter II pointed out a number of overlapping 
motivations for both conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption and identified a gap in 
the existing (in)conspicuous literature.  The chapter concluded with the suggestion that 
other situational factors may explain the motivational overlap and provided a series of 
research questions, that when answered, will help reduce the identified knowledge gap 
for why the same motivations can activate either a desire for conspicuous or 
inconspicuous luxury products under certain circumstances.  The next chapter will 
discuss the constructs central to this research, present the hypotheses that will be tested, 
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and propose a newly-developed integrative theoretical model that predicts conspicuous 
and inconspicuous consumption choices among certain luxury consumers.  
 
CHAPTER III:  HYPOTHESES, THEORETICAL MODEL & PREDICTIONS 
 
Chapter III presents the hypotheses tested and describes a new integrative 
theoretical model that predicts the downstream effects of conspicuous and inconspicuous 
consumption patterns among certain luxury consumers in various situations.  The chapter 
is organized into three main parts.  The first part of this chapter introduces the 
underpinnings for a new integrative theoretical model to address the research questions 
posed at the end of Chapter II and puts forth the hypotheses the empirical studies will test 
later on.  The second part of this chapter describes a series of predicted effects from the 
proposed theoretical model.  The chapter concludes with an overview of the three studies 
and the predicted effects from the proposed theoretical model.  
Cultural Capital 
As previously discussed, the key element to inconspicuous consumption is 
cultural capital.  Cultural capital refers to the accumulation of knowledge about artistic 
and intellectual products and properties, which people learn through educational training, 
social upbringing, or social settings (Bourdieu 1984; Trigg 2001).  Originally, scholars 
attributed cultural capital to observed differences in the academic success of children 
with varying economic backgrounds (Lamont and Lareau 1988).  Building on Bourdieu’s 
(1984) work on cultural capital, Lamont and Lareau (1988) propose that there are five 
components of cultural capital, including attitude, formal knowledge, confidence, 
behavior (knowing when and how to consume products conspicuously), and possession. 
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Further, Lamont and Lareau (1988, p. 164) put forth the expanded definition of 
cultural capital that encompasses their five components, cultural capital is “widely 
shared, legitimate culture made up of high status cultural signals (attitudes, preferences, 
behaviors, and goods) used in direct or indirect social and cultural exclusion.”  While 
cultural capital is not readily accessible to all, it can act as a form of currency to acquire 
other resources and used to determine the value of said resources, especially if the 
resources are scarce or exclusive (Kamphuis et al. 2015).  Additionally, prior research 
describes cultural capital as replicable and something that consumers can invest in or 
accumulate, especially when it comes to fashion (Makkar and Yap 2018). In essence, 
cultural capital is not static.  A consumer can increase his or her level of cultural capital.  
Previous research finds consumer cultivation of cultural capital in domains of politics, the 
arts, religion, education, and business (Anheier, Gerhards and Romo 1995; Bennett and 
Savage 2004; Holt 1998).  In addition, while prior research finds the existence and use of 
cultural capital as a means to create exclusivity (Chaudhuri and Majumdar 2006), acquire 
status (Throsby 1999), and distinguish oneself from others.  Cultural capital also has been 
established in the domains of food consumption, interior design, fashion accessories and 
clothing, popular culture, hobbies, and sports (Bourdieu 1984; Kamphuis et al. 2015).   
According to prior literature, cultural capital exists in three forms: embodied as 
implicit knowledge, objectified in cultural objects, and institutionalized in official 
degrees and diplomas that certify gained knowledge in the existence of the embodied 
form (Holt 1998; Throsby 1999).  Those with high cultural capital use this knowledge to 
signal (and secure) positions of status in the social hierarchy (Trigg 2001) and to separate 
themselves from or exclude others from certain social groups.  For signaling to work, 
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however, the signal receivers (the audience) need to correctly decipher the signal being 
sent to them (Wang and Griskevicius 2014).  The prior literature also describes cultural 
capital as “a passkey to elite networks and opportunities,” (Rubtsova & Dowd 2004) or 
the means to which identify or qualify wealth and status (Spence 2016).  In other words, 
cultural capital helps consumers decipher certain signals.  Therefore, in the context of the 
present research, cultural capital refers to the connoisseurship to know the difference 
between seemingly plain, non-luxurious products and high-end inconspicuously branded 
products.  This knowledge, this cultural capital, is the key to decode otherwise 
undecipherable luxury product cues or symbols (luxury products with low brand 
prominence).  While the concept of cultural capital is not new, it is becoming 
increasingly relevant again in the luxury market for two reasons.  First, identifiable brand 
markers are one of the four cornerstones of luxury branding.  Second, there is an increase 
in the use of cultural capital as a means to create exclusivity (Chaudhuri and Majumdar 
2006).  As previously discussed, many luxury brands are now offering unbranded 
versions of their products that are less easily recognizable or identifiable.  The concept of 
cultural capital requires additional investigation because the extant literature on cultural 
capital shows that different luxury consumers have different amounts of cultural capital 
(Kapferer and Laurent 2016; Makkar and Yap 2018; O’Cass 2004; O’Cass and McEwen 
2004).   Most of the literature groups luxury consumers into two segments:  those with 
and those without cultural capital.  The marketing academy does not take into 
consideration that within the segment that has cultural capital, there are luxury consumers 
with more (or less) cultural capital than others.   Therefore, cultural capital should be 
considered more of a spectrum, with varying degrees of knowledge and information, 
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rather than a simple knowledge base that a luxury consumer either has or does not have. 
Thus, the “with cultural capital” segment needs to be further divided into smaller sub-
segments of those with varying degrees of cultural capital to investigate how the different 
levels (or degrees of) cultural capital influence luxury consumer choice for either 
conspicious or inconspicious consumption.    
There are luxury consumers in the market who could have higher or lower 
cultural capital than others.  It then follows that the processes or choice patterns for those 
with higher cultural capital will not be the same as those with lower cultural capital.  
Luxury consumers with higher cultural capital will not only appreciate and enjoy at least 
some conspicuous luxury products but also have the requisite knowledge to recognize 
and appreciate inconspicuous luxury products.  As Berger and Ward (2010) point out, 
individuals with higher cultural capital are more likely to correctly identify subtle signals 
(a.k.a. inconspicuous luxury products) than individuals with lower cultural capital.  
Conversely, lower cultural capital consumers also will appreciate and enjoy at least some 
conspicuous luxury products but do not have the requisite knowledge to recognize and 
appreciate inconspicuous luxury products.   
The idea that there are luxury consumers with varying amounts of cultural capital 
presents a novel area for investigation.  If luxury consumers who engage in conspicuous 
consumption (the signal senders) and the people they are trying to impress (the audience 
or signal receivers) could have varying amounts of cultural capital, then is it likely that 
there are circumstances in which the signal sender and the audience have different levels 
of cultural capital from each other.  The question then becomes, do the different levels of 
cultural capital between the sender and audience affect product use, to engage in either 
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conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption?  Interestingly, prior cultural capital literature 
presumes that the cultural capital of the sender/audience pair is the same, whereby both 
the sender and the audience both have high cultural capital.  However, if the levels of 
cultural capital vary by person, and presuming that the levels of cultural capital could be 
either higher or lower, then there are four possible scenarios that could account for 
differences in the amount of the sender’s and the audience’s cultural capital.  In scenario 
1, both the sender and the audience could have a sufficiently high amount of cultural 
capital.  In scenario 2, both the sender and the audience both could have a relatively 
lower amount of cultural capital.  In scenario 3, the sender could have a sufficiently 
higher amount of cultural capital, but the audience could have a relatively lower amount 
of cultural capital.  In scenario 4, the sender could have a relatively lower amount of 
cultural capital, but the audience could have a sufficiently higher amount of cultural 
capital (see Table 3). 
TABLE 3: POSSIBLE CULTURAL CAPITAL SCENARIOS FOR 
SENDER/AUDIENCE PAIRS  
 
Scenario 
Sender’s Cultural 
Capital 
Audience’s Cultural 
Capital 
1) Higher Higher 
2) Lower Lower 
3) Higher Lower 
4) Lower Higher 
 
The extant research ignores these situational factors or instances in which luxury 
consumers have lower cultural capital, or when the amount of the sender’s cultural capital 
is different from the amount of the audience’s cultural capital.  Both of these factors 
could have implications for whether these luxury consumers will engage in conspicuous 
or inconspicuous consumption.  The prior literature examines how individual differences 
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of the sender, such as wealth, power, need for status or uniqueness, or identity needs 
influence his or her likelihood to engage in (in)conspicuous consumption.  Prior research 
also examines differences in cultural capital of the sender.  However, the existing 
research does not examine situations in which the sender’s cultural capital and the 
receiver’s cultural capital are different.  Also, the existing literature does not take into 
account that given the current luxury marketplace, it is likely that there are instances in 
which the same luxury consumer may choose to engage in either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous consumption depending on certain situational factors, such as their 
perceptions about their audience’s cultural capital.  I purport that the matched (high/high 
or low/low) or mismatched (high/low or low/high) levels of cultural capital between the 
sender and the audience respectively (see Table 3 again), could explain the overlap in 
motivations and subsequent lack of understanding of when a luxury consumer will 
choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.   
Therefore, this research parses out different levels of cultural capital in general, as 
well as by differences between the signal senders and the audience.  It examines how 
various levels of actual and perceived cultural capital among senders and their audience 
influence luxury consumption behavior.  I purport that luxury consumers (signal senders) 
will choose whether to engage in conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption based on 
two factors: their own amount of cultural capital and their perception of their audience’s 
amount of cultural capital.    
H1: Cultural Capital Moderates (In)Conspicuous Consumption.  
The first hypothesis this research will test is the effect that different levels of 
cultural capital have on luxury product consumption, specifically whether the luxury 
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consumer will engage in conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  I predict that 
luxury consumers (signal senders) with higher cultural capital will engage in 
inconspicuous consumption when they think their audience (signal receivers) can 
recognize the subtle signal, but will revert to more overt, conspicuous products to impress 
their audience if they think their audience cannot recognize the subtle signal.  
Conversely, luxury consumers with lower cultural capital will choose to engage in 
conspicuous consumption regardless of their perception of the level of cultural capital of 
their audience.  This logic follows because luxury consumers with lower cultural capital 
do not have the requisite knowledge to recognize or decipher between conspicuous and 
inconspicuous luxury products.  Additionally, lower cultural capital luxury consumers are 
less likely to realize that they should engage in inconspicuous consumption instead of 
conspicuous consumption, at least in some cases, to impress their audience at the highest 
level.  Therefore, they will choose more overt, conspicuous products to impress their 
audience (refer to Table 4 for a summary of predicted choice patterns).  Formally: 
H1: The effect of consumers’ cultural capital on their conspicuous or 
inconspicuous consumption is moderated by each luxury consumer’s (e.g., signal 
sender’s) perception of their audience’s cultural capital as follows: 
H1a: When higher cultural capital senders perceive their audience to have 
sufficiently higher cultural capital, they are more likely to engage in 
inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) consumption. 
H1b: Conversely, when higher cultural capital senders perceive their 
audience to have relatively lower cultural capital, they are more likely to 
engage in conspicuous (versus inconspicuous) consumption.  
H1c: Lower cultural capital senders are more likely to engage in 
conspicuous (versus inconspicuous) consumption than higher cultural 
capital senders, regardless of the perceived cultural capital of the audience. 
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TABLE 4: PREDICTED PATTERN OF RESULTS FOR LUXURY CONSUMPTION 
 
Hypothesis 
Sender’s 
Cultural Capital 
Sender’s 
Perception 
of the Audience’s 
Cultural Capital 
Luxury 
Consumption 
H1a Higher Higher Inconspicuous 
H1b Higher Lower Conspicuous 
H1c Lower Lower Conspicuous  
H1c Lower Higher Conspicuous 
 
It may seem that using the product knowledge construct could produce similar 
effects to those predicted by using the cultural capital construct.  While these two 
constructs both describe aspects of consumer knowledge, the extant literature describes 
their specific purposes in unique, and mostly mutually exclusive, ways.  Before moving 
on, it is important to address the difference between cultural capital and product 
knowledge, and discuss why the cultural capital construct is a better fit for this research. 
Product Knowledge  
 Product knowledge refers to the consumer’s knowledge of product terminology, 
attributes, and usage situations (Brucks 1985).  Product knowledge is technical in terms 
of the type of information a consumer processes and retains (Biswas and Sherrell 1998).  
It measures the amount of accurate information a consumer retains in memory and is 
regarded as information for knowledge sake (Rao and Monroe 1988).  Initially, work in 
the product knowledge field focused on consumer experience or familiarity with a 
particular product (Alba 1983; Bettman and Park 1980).  Discussions centered around 
how the information or knowledge a consumer obtained from using or learning about a 
certain product was stored in long-term memory and was accessible for future use 
(Conover 1982).   Additionally, some of the first work in this domain attempted to 
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discriminate between subjective knowledge and objective knowledge (Brucks 1985; 
Selnes and Gronhaug 1986).  Subjective knowledge refers to what the consumers think 
they know about a product, while objective knowledge refers to what the consumers 
actually know, or what is actively stored in the consumers’ memory (Brucks 1985).    
In the seminal work on product knowledge, Alba and Hutchinson (1987) purport 
that consumer knowledge (a.k.a. product knowledge) consists of two parts, familiarity 
and expertise. They define familiarity as the number of experiences the consumer has 
with the product.  These experiences are known as product-related experiences.  
Examples of product-related experiences include advertising exposures, product 
information searches, salesperson interactions, decision-making, product purchasing, and 
product use.  Expertise, on the other hand, refers to the consumer’s ability to perform 
product-related tasks successfully (Alba and Hutchinson 1987).  The term consumer 
expertise broadly includes both the cognitive structures (e.g., beliefs about product 
attributes) and cognitive processes (e.g., decision rules for acting on those beliefs) 
necessary for consumers to perform product-related tasks successfully.  When describing 
product-related tasks, Alba and Hutchinson (1987) discuss how consumer speed and 
accuracy of such tasks, like product categorization and sorting, improve with repetition or 
repeated exposure.  They found that increased product familiarity results in increased 
consumer expertise.  However, they also argue and found that the number of product-
related experiences alone cannot account for the complexity of consumer knowledge.  
The type of product-related experiences also helps consumers build expertise.  Further, 
their findings show that there are various types of consumer expertise and that different 
product-related tasks require different types of expertise (Alba and Hutchinson 1987).   
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Cultural Capital versus Product Knowledge 
After a review of both the cultural capital and product knowledge constructs, it is 
clear that cultural capital is the more appropriate construct to use in this research.  Luxury 
consumers use cultural capital to create social distinctions (Berger and Ward 2010; 
Gurzki and Woisetschläger 2017; Ratchford 2016) and secure positions of status (O’Cass 
and McEwen 2004).  In essence, cultural capital helps luxury consumers create 
hierarchical social structures (Anheier et al. 1995) and engage in social inclusion or 
exclusion.  Cultural capital appears to be more artistic and takes its roots in social 
attitudes, status-driven behaviors, and formal knowledge. 
Conversely, consumers (not necessarily luxury consumers), use product 
knowledge to make informed product-related decisions.  Prior literature on product 
knowledge does not discuss the use of information in conjunction with social 
motivations, as a means to distinguish oneself from others or establish oneself as part of 
an elite, as mentioned in the cultural capital literature.  Instead, the use of information in 
the product knowledge literature helps consumers build a wealth of information, or 
formal knowledge, simply for the sake of knowing.  Product knowledge is more technical 
and takes its roots in familiarity, expertise, and accuracy.  When comparing and 
contrasting the cultural capital and product knowledge constructs, most aspects and uses 
of them are different.  The only overlapping aspect of both constructs is formal 
knowledge (see Figure 8).  If my theorizing is correct, only cultural capital should 
produce the predicted pattern for luxury product consumption presented in Table 4. 
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FIGURE 8: COMPARISON BETWEEN CULTURAL CAPITAL                                                 
& PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE CONSTRUCTS 
 
 
Construal Level Theory 
Thus far, I proposed that cultural capital is one of the factors that influences 
which luxury consumers may choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption.  However, this research proposes that there is another underlying 
mechanism at work.  That is, how do luxury consumers acquire and maintain their 
cultural capital?  I purport that consumer construal level is the basis for the cultivation of 
cultural capital.   
For consumers to recognize and then interpret product cues, they must first 
acknowledge the product cue and activate some stored knowledge that relates to it.  Then, 
consumers will use their knowledge and past experiences to categorize the input and 
organize it into several different pieces of stored information (Higgins 2000).  According 
to construal level theory, consumers can process these pieces of stored information in 
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either lower (more concrete) or higher (more abstract) construal levels to identify and 
interpret product cues (Kim and John 2008; Liberman, Trope Wakslak 2007; Vallacher 
and Wegner 1989).  
Construal level theory suggests that psychological distance is an important 
determinant of whether primary or secondary characteristics are used as the basis of 
evaluation and information processing and for determining the level at which consumers 
construe things (Freitas, Salovey and Liberman 2001; Liberman, Trope and Wakslak 
2007).   Psychological distance represents an internal reference point that is not 
comprised of the physical distance between oneself and an object, but the mental distance 
one puts between his or herself and that object (Trope and Liberman 2010).  The further 
removed one’s psychological distance is from an object, the more abstractly or higher one 
construes that object.  Some types of psychological distance include temporal distance, 
spatial distance, and visual information and perceptual distance (Trope and Liberman 
2010).   Consumers use more concrete, lower-level construals to represent products with 
close psychological distance.  Consumers use more abstract, higher-level construals to 
represent products with far psychological distance (Dhar and Kim, 2007; Fujita et al. 
2006; Trope, Liberman and Wakslak 2007). 
The high-level construal of visual information involves the abstraction of coherent 
images from disjointed visual input (Trope and Liberman 2010).  The greater the 
psychological distance between the consumer and the object, the more likely the 
consumer is going to construe the object at a higher (more abstract) level.  Said another 
way, the consumer is more likely to focus on the “big picture” as a whole, rather than the 
smaller details that make up the big picture.  In this case, the high-level construal of 
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visual information (or brand cues) can create a greater likelihood that the higher-level 
(more abstract) consumer will miss smaller details.  For example, he or she may see an ad 
for a wristwatch and look at the entire ad or focus just on the watch, but not notice or pay 
attention to the hand on which the wristwatch is displayed in the ad (Trope and Liberman 
2010).   Additionally, the further [mentally] removed the consumer is from the object 
(e.g. the greater the psychological distance), the more likely the consumer is to use 
broader categories to classify objects (Trope and Liberman 2010).  For example, when 
asked to name different types of handbags, higher-construal (more abstract) consumers 
would be more likely to say bags with short shoulder straps, bags with long shoulder 
straps, bags with handles, and bags without handles.   
As the psychological distance between the consumer and the object decreases, the 
level in which he or she construes the visual information also decreases (shifting from a 
higher (more abstract) to a lower (more concrete) level), the consumer’s attention to 
detail and the ability to perceive low-level elements increases (Trope and Liberman 
2010).   To demonstrate this effect, reconsider the wristwatch and handbag categorization 
examples.  Construal level theory posits that lower-construal (more concrete) consumers 
would look at the watch in the ad and also notice or pay attention to the hand on which 
the wristwatch is displayed.  Further, lower-construal (more concrete) consumers would 
be more likely to use more detailed (and product or brand specific) categories to classify 
objects.  Therefore, lower-construal (more concrete) consumers would be more likely to 
list handbags as hobo bags, tote bags, clutches, and cross-body bags. 
Researchers find that consumer construal level affects a variety of consumer 
thought processes and mindsets (Freitas, Gollwitzer, and Trope 2004).  Additionally, the 
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literature supports that consumers interpret certain visual stimuli or messages differently 
than other consumers depending on the level in which they construe the stimuli (Cheema 
and Patrick 2008; Khan, Zhu and Kalra 2011; Ülkümen and Cheema 2011).  This notion 
indicates that consumer construal levels are contextual or situational.  As Kim and John 
(2008) purport, construal levels can be based on factors that are either situational or 
individual.  The way a person views or construes the environment around them can be 
determined by individual factors like personality traits or determined by the situations 
surrounding that person (Sherman, Nave, and Funder 2013; Vallacher and Wegner 1989).  
For example, one consumer could construe an object in a higher (more abstract) level, 
and another consumer could construe that same object in a lower (more concrete) level.  
Eyal and Liberman (2012) found that some consumers construed certain values in a 
higher (more abstract) construal while other consumers construed the same values in a 
lower (more concrete) construal. 
Additionally, the same consumer may construe some objects, products, or brand 
cues in higher (more abstract) levels and construe other objects, products, or brand cues 
in lower (more concrete) levels (Eyal and Liberman 2012).   For example, consider a 
consumer who has little to no interest in cars, except that it helps her get from point A to 
point B, but has a strong interest in and passion for designer fashion brands.  It is likely 
that this consumer construes cars at higher (more abstract) level—and focuses mostly on 
the basic elements of the overall car.  It is also likely that this consumer construes 
designer brands at a lower (more concrete) level—and focuses on both the obvious (or 
overall) and subtle elements of a piece of designer brand clothing.   
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Therefore, in the context of this research, construal level theory can help explain 
why some luxury consumers have higher levels of the requisite knowledge, the cultural 
capital, to recognize subtle product cues or symbols often found in inconspicuous luxury 
products while other luxury consumers have lower levels of cultural capital and are 
unable to recognize inconspicuous symbols or signals.  Thus, construal level is the other 
theoretical underpinning in the proposed theoretical model (discussed in the next section 
of this chapter).  For example, consider the outfit below (see Figure 9).  This outfit 
consists of a white sleeveless shirt and black shorts.  If a consumer construes this outfit at 
a higher (more abstract) level, she or he is likely to describe the outfit as something like, 
“it is a white top, black shorts, a scarf, some gold jewelry, a belt, a handbag, and a pair of 
shoes.”  This higher-level construal (more abstract) consumer is not paying attention to 
the more subtle details present in the outfit.  Conversely, if a consumer construes this 
same outfit at a lower (more concrete) level, she or he is likely to say something like, 
“it’s a white sleeveless henley top tucked into black Topshop shorts with a printed scarf, 
paired with a peanut-colored Tory Burch belt, Tory Burch stud earrings, a black leather 
Tory Burch shoulder bag, and leopard-printed French Sole ‘Sloop’ flats.”   
FIGURE 9: INCONSPICUOUS LUXURY OUTFIT EXAMPLE 
   
 
 
 
 
 
84 
 
 
 
In this example, the visible brand markers on the outfit are subtle and less 
noticeable.  Since the Tory Burch logo is discreetly placed in the center of the stud 
earrings, on the clasp of the shoulder bag, and on the belt closure, only those who know 
where to find the subtle Tory Burch signature emblem would be able to recognize it and 
decode the subtle signals hidden in this $986.00 designer luxury outfit.  As a result, only 
luxury consumers construing this outfit in the lower (more concrete) level will recognize 
and interpret the inconspicuous product cues hidden in this designer luxury outfit that is 
expensive yet low in brand prominence.  The luxury consumer construing this outfit in 
the lower (more concrete) level will use their cultural capital to pay attention to the right 
product details, categorize the necessary information in their mind, identify the subtle, 
inconspicuous cues, and then interpret this seemingly plain outfit as a luxury designer 
outfit.  Thus, a consumer construing this outfit at a higher (more abstract) level will not 
recognize the subtle or inconspicuous markers on this high-end luxury outfit, because he 
or she will not notice the subtle product details or signals conveyed by this outfit.   
Another way to illustrate the importance of the relationship between cultural 
capital and construal level is to compare an inconspicuous luxury designer outfit to a non-
luxury/non-designer outfit with similar features (see Figure 10).  In the example below, 
the outfit on the left (Outfit A) was the inconspicuous luxury designer outfit described 
previously.  The outfit on the right (Outfit B) is similar in style and has many of the same 
types of elements as Outfit A.  However, most of the items from Outfit B are from Target 
and cost a total of $141.93.  Conversely, the luxury designer items from Outfit A are 
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mostly from Nordstrom and cost a total of $986.00.  According to construal level theory, 
aside from noticing the different price points, consumers construing Outfit A and Outfit B 
at a higher (more abstract) level are less likely to recognize the subtle differences 
between the two outfits or identify that Outfit A is high-end luxury designer outfit while 
Outfit B is a non-luxury/non-designer outfit.  Higher-level construal (more abstract) 
consumers are more likely to describe both outfits as something like “they both have 
white tops, black shorts, scarfs, gold jewelry, a belt, a handbag, and a pair of shoes.”  
Whereas, lower-level construal (more concrete) consumers are more likely to describe the 
outfits as something like “while both outfits have white tops, black shorts, scarfs, gold 
jewelry, a belt, a handbag, and a pair of shoes, most of the accessories from Outfit A are 
designer.  The earrings, belt, and bag are [from] Tory Burch and the shoes are [from] 
French Sole.  The accessories from Outfit B don’t appear to be designer, etc.…”  Thus, 
while the two outfits may appear to look similar, construal level theory helps explain why 
some consumers have the requisite knowledge, the cultural capital, to tell the difference 
between these seemingly similar outfits while others would not.   
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FIGURE 10: INCONSPICUOUS LUXURY DESIGNER OUTFIT VERSUS NON-
LUXURY/NON-DESIGNER OUTFIT EXAMPLE 
 
 
Note: Partially reprinted from Turki, Olfa (2015) “Classy Casual Blacks & Browns 
Designer Looks for Less,” Designer Looks for Less. 
 
 
H2: Construal Level is an Antecedent to the Sender’s Cultural Capital.  By 
mapping construal level theory onto a consumer’s willingness to pay attention to and 
ability to recognize conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury product cues, it follows that 
the level in which the luxury consumer construes the product information effects their 
amount of cultural capital.  Consumers must first process the visual information to then 
recognize and interpret the product cues.  Consumers who construe luxury products at 
lower (more concrete) levels are more likely to pay attention to and correctly interpret 
both subtle and overt product cues to recognize both conspicuous and inconspicuous 
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signals on luxury products.  Thus, consumers who construe luxury products in a lower 
(more concrete) level should have a relatively high amount of cultural capital.  
Conversely, consumers who construe luxury products at higher (more abstract) levels are 
more likely only to pay attention to and correctly interpret overt product cues, and 
therefore, will only be able to recognize conspicuous signals.  Thus, consumers who 
construe luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level should have a relatively low 
amount of cultural capital.  Said another way, those who construe luxury products at 
lower (more concrete) levels should have more cultural capital than those who construe 
luxury products at higher (more abstract) levels.  Therefore, I propose there is an inverse 
relationship between the sender’s construal level and their amount of cultural capital, 
such that those who operate in higher (more abstract) construal levels will have less 
cultural capital than those who operate in lower (more concrete) construal levels (see 
Table 5).   
TABLE 5: PREDICTED RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONSTRUAL LEVEL  
& CULTURAL CAPITAL  
 
Scenario Sender’s Construal Level 
Sender’s 
Cultural 
Capital 
1) Higher (more abstract) Lower 
2) Lower (more concrete) Higher 
 
Formally stated: 
H2: The construal level in which the luxury consumer uses to process cues 
for luxury products is an antecedent to the amount of cultural capital he or 
she retains for luxury products; such that luxury consumers (signal 
senders) who operate in lower construal levels for luxury products are 
likely to have more cultural capital compared to luxury consumers (signal 
senders) who operate in higher construal levels for luxury products. 
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While it may appear the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM; Cacioppo and 
Petty 1984, Kitchen et al. 2014; Petty and Cacioppo 1986; Petty, Cacioppo and 
Schumann 1983; Petty and Priester 1994; Petty and Wegener 1999) also could account 
for effects similar to those proposed by higher or lower construal levels, the ELM 
purports that information processing will take either the central or peripheral route based 
on the consumer’s level of involvement.  However, this research purports that the 
differences in psychological distance are not driven by differences in consumers’ level of 
involvement with the product category, because luxury consumers are by definition, 
involved in luxury product consumption.  Instead, these differences in psychological 
distance influence consumers’ requisite knowledge, their cultural capital.   
For example, luxury consumers in group A may be involved in the luxury market, 
meaning that they admire or purchase these items often and place a great deal of 
importance on these items.  However, group A consumers may not see beyond overt cues 
(such as prominently displayed logos) or know little about the product or brand because 
they only recognize the more obvious, higher-level product cues.  These luxury 
consumers process product information at a higher construal level, and thus, are missing 
the more subtle product cues that can only be recognized by those in the know.  In this 
case, group A’s cultural capital is relatively limited. 
On the other hand, luxury consumers in group B may be just as involved in the 
luxury market as luxury consumers in group A, but also can see beyond overt cues to 
recognize and decipher more subtle product cues as well.  Luxury consumers in group B 
process product information at a lower construal level and have a great deal of knowledge 
about the product or the brand.  Group B’s cultural capital is relatively high.  This 
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example illustrates how the effects of construal level would lead to different outcomes 
than the effects of the ELM.  It is not the level of involvement that drives the proposed 
effects.  It is whether the involved luxury consumer processes the product cues and 
information at either a higher or lower construal level to develop and maintain the 
cultural capital required to recognize and interpret the differences in conspicuous and 
inconspicuous luxury products. 
Additionally, some may argue that System 1 or System 2 information processing 
also could lead to outcomes similar to the ones produced using construal level theory.  
However, System 1 processing is fast, instinctive, and emotional, whereas System 2 
processing is slower, deliberative, and logical (Alter et al. 2007; Billeter, Kalra and 
Loewenstein 2011; Kahneman 2013; Mishra, Mishra and Nayakankuppam 2007; Tversky 
and Kahneman 1974; Tybout, Calder and Sternthal 1981).  Luxury consumers with more 
or less cultural capital may process product cues, such as the presence or absence of 
visible brand names or logos, quickly and instinctively or more logically and 
thoughtfully.  There also are knowledgeable luxury consumers, who have a great deal of 
cultural capital, and are so well versed in their product knowledge that they can recognize 
inconspicuous products instantly, without much thought (System 1 processors).  Other 
knowledgeable luxury consumers who have a large amount of cultural capital may be 
more thoughtful in their identification and evaluation of inconspicuous products (System 
2 processors).  Therefore, the speed and processing styles that differentiate System 1 and 
System 2 should not account for the proposed effects construal level has on luxury 
consumer cultural capital. 
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Further, in a review of dual-processing dual-system literature, Frankish (2010) 
discusses the different type of content (information) processed within System 1 and 
System 2.  According to many dual-system theories, System 1 processes actual, concrete, 
contextualized, domain-specific information.  System 2 processes hypothetical, abstract, 
decontextualized, domain-general information (Frankish 2010).  If correct, these dual-
system theories would purport the opposite of the proposed effects of construal level, 
such that higher construal luxury consumers (more abstract) would be more in line with 
System 2 processors, who are more deliberate.  Yet, they would have a relatively lower 
amount of cultural capital.  Conversely, lower construal level luxury consumers (more 
concrete) would be more in line with System 1 processors who are fast and instinctive.  
Yet, they would have a relatively higher amount of cultural capital.  Therefore, both the 
speed and type of content processed via System 1 or System 2, should not account for the 
proposed effects of construal level on luxury consumer cultural capital.  A Supplemental 
Study will test the effects construal level and ELM have on cultural capital to rule out 
ELM as alternative explanations.   
 So far, this chapter introduced cultural capital and construal level as the two 
underpinnings that drive consumption behavior for (in)conspicuous luxury products.  
Next, this chapter will present a new integrative theoretical model that will help 
marketing scholars and practitioners in two ways.  First, it will explain why there is an 
overlap between many of the motivations for conspicuous and inconspicuous 
consumption.  Second, it will better inform the academy’s understanding of when a 
luxury consumer will choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
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consumption.  This next section also includes a series of predicted effects from the 
proposed theoretical model.     
 
 
The Theoretical Model:  The Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption  
The proposed integrative model introduces a new theoretical framework that 
parses out differences in actual and perceived cultural capital (Bourdieu 1984) of both the 
signal sender (luxury consumer) and receiver (the audience, the person they are trying to 
impress), and integrates these differences with construal level theory (Liberman, Trope 
and Wakslak 2007) to predict downstream effects of future conspicuous and 
inconspicuous consumption behavior among luxury consumers (see Figure 11).  Since the 
proposed model examines the relationships between cultural capital and construal levels, 
the proposed model will hereafter be referred to as the Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption.   
FIGURE 11: THE TRIPLE C MODEL OF (IN)CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION  
  
 
I propose that construal level is the antecedent to the amount of the sender’s cultural capital,                  
and that the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital moderates the 
the relationship between the sender’s cultural capital and their use of either conspicuous 
or inconspicuous luxury products. 
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I propose that the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption can help 
marketing scholars and practitioners reconcile why many of the same luxury consumer 
motivations activate desires for both conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products and 
better predict when the same luxury consumer will be more likely to engage in 
conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  The model indicates that the level at which 
luxury consumers construe luxury products impacts their amount of cultural capital. As 
hypothesized in H2, luxury consumers who construe luxury products in a lower (more 
concrete) construal level will have more cultural capital than luxury consumers who 
construe luxury product in a higher (more abstract) construal level.  Additionally, as 
hypothesized by H1, the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital 
moderates the relationship between the effect of the sender’s cultural capital and their 
choice for either conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury products.  The predicted effects of 
the proposed Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption are described next.     
Predicted Effects of The Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption  
The first set of predictions from the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption pertain to circumstances most similar to the common choice set luxury 
consumers now face when they are in the market for a luxury product, whether to select a 
conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury product.  Initially, the model predictions are in line 
with H1a-c.  The choice for signal senders to choose either a conspicuous or 
inconspicuous luxury product depends on two factors: the sender’s cultural capital (high 
or low) and the sender’s perception of the audience’s cultural capital (high or low).  High 
cultural capital senders will make one of two choices.  If high cultural capital senders 
perceive their audience to have sufficiently high cultural capital, they will be more likely 
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to engage in inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) consumption.  If high cultural capital 
senders perceive their audience to have relatively low cultural capital, they will be more 
likely to engage in conspicuous (versus inconspicuous) consumption.  Conversely, low 
cultural capital senders do not know that they have a choice (either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous), because they do not have the cultural capital themselves to inform their 
choice set.  Therefore, low cultural capital senders will be more likely to engage in 
conspicuous (versus inconspicuous) consumption, regardless of the perceived cultural 
capital of the audience (see Table 4 again for reference). 
 Interestingly, prior luxury branding literature indicates that only elite luxury 
consumers who are in the know, who have the cultural capital, can decipher seemingly 
non-luxurious unbranded products from inconspicuous luxury products.  It then follows 
that the size of the luxury consumer market that is currently more likely to engage in 
inconspicuous consumption is smaller than the size of the market that is currently more 
likely to engage in conspicuous consumption.  However, what if luxury brands could 
broaden the market size for luxury consumers to choose inconspicuous (over 
conspicuous) luxury products?   This question is important because as discussed 
previously, inconspicuous products are more expensive and thus can yield more revenue 
for the luxury brand.  Therefore, it is in the luxury brand’s best financial interest to 
convince at least some their clientele with a proclivity for conspicuous luxury products to 
“trade up” in style, and in price, to an inconspicuous luxury product.  To that end, the 
second set of predictions from the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption 
pertain to the luxury brand’s challenge to change luxury consumer preferences for and 
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choice of conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products among certain luxury 
consumers. 
 I theorize that there are two opportunities to change consumer preferences for and 
choice of inconspicuous luxury products.  The first opportunity stems from instances in 
which luxury consumers (signal senders) who already have a sufficiently high amount of 
cultural capital but initially perceive their audience’s cultural capital as relatively low.  
The second opportunity stems from instances in which luxury consumers (signal senders) 
have a relatively low amount of cultural capital, regardless of their perceptions of their 
audience’s amount of cultural capital.  In both of these instances, the luxury consumers 
(signal senders) would choose to use a conspicuous product over an inconspicuous 
product because of the presence of relatively low cultural capital, either from the sender 
initially or the sender’s perception of the audience.  While both opportunities provide 
interesting research prospects for further investigation, this research will primarily focus 
on the second opportunity, luxury consumers (signal senders) who have an initially lower 
amount of cultural capital.   
H3: Changing Construal Level for Luxury Products Changes Luxury Product 
Consumption among Certain Luxury Consumers. 
Prior research purports that cultural capital can be accumulated or cultivated 
(Makkar and Yap 2018).  Therefore, cultural capital is not a static construct or consumer 
characteristic.  It is changeable.  Additionally, prior research purports that construal level 
is also situational (Kim and John 2008), and thus changeable.  Therefore, aside from the 
predictions put forth by H1a-c, the proposed model builds on H2 and also predicts that by 
changing, or more specifically by increasing, the amount of cultural capital a luxury 
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consumer (signal sender) with a lower amount of cultural capital initially has, the luxury 
consumer should be more likely to choose inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) luxury 
products.  To increase the luxury consumer’s cultural capital, the luxury consumer needs 
to change the level in which he or she construes luxury products.  It follows that if luxury 
consumers (signal senders) with a lower amount of cultural capital change the level in 
which they construe luxury products, from a higher (more abstract) to a lower (more 
concrete) construal level, these luxury consumers will increase their cultural capital, 
improve their recognition of subtle product cues in inconspicuous luxury products, and 
become more likely to choose inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) luxury products.  
Introducing the notion of being able to not only predict product usage among certain 
luxury consumers but also change their product usage from conspicuous to inconspicuous 
presents novel predictions not yet studied in the (in)conspicuous literature to date.  
Therefore, I propose the following last set of formal hypotheses for this research. 
H3: The (in)conspicuous consumption effects of the moderated relationship 
between each luxury consumer’s (e.g., signal sender’s) perception of their 
audience’s cultural capital and the consumers’ cultural capital are mediated by 
construal level in which the luxury consumer uses to process luxury product cues 
as follows: 
 
H3a: When luxury consumers construe luxury products in a lower (more 
concrete) level, they will have a higher amount of cultural capital.  In turn, 
if they perceive their audience’s cultural capital to be relatively lower, 
they are more likely to engage in conspicuous (versus inconspicuous) 
consumption.   
 
H3b: When luxury consumers construe luxury products in a lower (more 
concrete) level, they will have a higher amount of cultural capital.  In turn, 
if they perceive their audience’s cultural capital to be sufficiently higher, 
they are more likely to engage in inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) 
consumption.   
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H3c:  When luxury consumers construe luxury products in a higher (more 
abstract) level, they will have a lower amount of cultural capital.  In turn, 
regardless of how they perceive their audience’s cultural capital, they are 
more likely to engage in conspicuous (versus inconspicuous) 
consumption.   
 
Table 6 describes the predicted effects of four separate scenarios based on 
increased and unchanged levels of cultural capital (H3a-c) among luxury consumers 
(signal senders).  Based on the hypotheses and proposed model put forth in this research, 
luxury consumers (signal senders) with a relatively low amount of cultural capital should 
initially construe luxury products at a higher (more abstract) level.  In turn, they should 
be more likely to choose to use conspicuous luxury products over inconspicuous luxury 
products.  However, if the level at which they construe luxury products changes from a 
higher (more abstract) level to a lower (more concrete) level, then they should be more 
likely to pay attention to the more subtle product features and harder-to-recognize brand 
cues hidden in inconspicuous luxury products.  This would then increase the cultural 
capital of these luxury consumers.  Consistent with predictions from H1a-c, even with an 
increase in cultural capital, only those who perceive their audience also to have a 
relatively high amount of cultural capital should change their product use and choose to 
engage in inconspicuous over conspicuous consumption (see scenario 1 in Table 6).  
Conversely, luxury product consumption behavior should remain the same for luxury 
consumers whose cultural capital increased via a change in construal level (from a higher 
(more abstract) level to a lower (more concrete) level), but still perceive their audience to 
have a relatively low amount of cultural capital (see scenario 2 in Table 6).  This follows 
because luxury consumers in scenario 2 should realize with their new (higher) cultural 
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capital that to impress their low cultural capital audience, they would still need to choose 
to engage in conspicuous consumption.  Additionally luxury consumers who initially 
construe luxury products at a higher (more abstract) level and do not undergo a change in 
their construal level, meaning that it remains at a higher (more abstract) level, also will 
continue to choose to engage in conspicuous consumption because their cultural capital 
will remain the same, lower (see scenarios 3 and 4 in Table 6).  The cultural capital for 
luxury consumers in scenarios 3 and 4 should not change because their construal level 
will not change.     
TABLE 6: PREDICTED PATTERN OF EFFECTS OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL AMONG 
INITIALLY LOWER CULTURAL CAPITAL LUXURY CONSUMERS  
 
 
The predicted effects comparison between luxury consumers in scenario 1 and 
luxury consumers in scenario 2 is of particular interest for this research because the 
downstream effect should lead to a change in luxury product consumption behavior in 
certain situations.  In both scenario 1 and scenario 2, luxury consumers are likely to 
choose conspicuous consumption before undergoing a construal level change.  However, 
only the luxury consumers in scenario 1—those who undergo a construal level change 
and also perceive their audience’s cultural capital as relatively high—are expected to 
change their luxury product consumption from conspicuous to inconspicuous.  
Additionally, since luxury consumers in scenario 3 will not undergo construal level 
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change, they should not increase their cultural capital.  Thus, luxury consumers in 
scenario 3 will likely continue to choose conspicuous consumption because they will not 
realize their audience has more cultural capital than they do.  Finally, the choices of those 
in scenario 4 also will remain unchanged because their level of cultural capital will 
remain the same. 
Thus far, this chapter achieved two things.  The first part of the chapter described 
how cultural capital and construal level serve as the theoretical underpinnings for the 
proposed Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption.  The second part of this 
chapter illustrated how the proposed model uses cultural capital and construal level to 
predict when certain luxury consumers will choose to engage in either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous luxury consumption.  The last part of this chapter will describe the 
overview of empirical studies used to test the hypotheses and the predicted effects of the 
proposed model. 
Overview of Studies  
 Three studies will test the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption.   
First, Study 1 will examine the later part of the model and test H1a-c to see how both the 
sender’s cultural capital and the sender’s perception of the audience’s cultural capital 
interact to influence the use of either a conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury product.  
Study 2 will test H2 to understand the impact construal level has on a sender’s cultural 
capital.  Study 3 will test H3a-c and examine if and how the entire Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption works to predict, and in some cases change, luxury 
consumption behavior (see Figure 12 for an overview of the study design). 
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FIGURE 12: STUDY DESIGN OVERVIEW  
 
Results from the first study should show that both the luxury consumers’ (signal 
senders’) cultural capital and the perceived cultural capital of their audience have an 
effect on whether they will choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption.  Luxury consumers (signal senders) with higher cultural capital should 
choose either conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury products depending on whether they 
perceive their audience to have a lower or higher amount of cultural capital.  However, 
luxury consumers (signal senders) with lower cultural capital should choose to use 
conspicuous products regardless of their perception of their audience’s amount of cultural 
capital.   
Results of Study 2 should show that differences in the amount of cultural capital 
among luxury consumers are driven by whether these consumers construe luxury 
products at higher (more abstract) levels or lower (more concrete) levels.  Luxury 
consumers who construe luxury products at a lower (more concrete) level should have 
more cultural capital than luxury consumers who construe luxury products at a higher 
(more abstract) level.  Additionally, Study 2 should show that construal levels are 
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situational; such that the same consumer may construe some ideas or products at higher 
(more abstract) levels and other ideas or products at lower (more concrete) levels.   
Finally, Study 3 should show all the pieces of the Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption working together.  First, by building on the existing 
construal level literature, results from Study 3 should show that it is possible to change a 
luxury consumer’s construal level.  In this study,  luxury consumers who initially 
construe luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level, and thus have lower cultural 
capital, will receive educational information on conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury 
products.  If the proposed theoretical model holds, then educating luxury consumers who 
initially construe luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level on conspicuous and 
inconspicuous luxury products can change the luxury consumers’ construal level from 
higher (more abstract) to lower (more concrete).  Those who change the level in which 
they construe luxury products from higher to lower, will have more cultural capital than 
those who remain in the higher construal level.  In turn, those who changed the level in 
which they construe luxury products from higher to lower and have more cultural capital 
will be more likely to choose to engage in inconspicuous over conspicuous consumption 
only if their audience also has higher cultural capital. 
End of Chapter Summary 
Chapter III introduced cultural capital and construal level as the theoretical 
underpinnings for the proposed integrative model, the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption.  Next, Chapter III described the proposed relationship between cultural 
capital and construal level as an explanation for why some luxury consumers have more 
cultural capital than others do, and outlined the set of hypotheses under investigation in 
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this research.  H1a-c hypothesized that the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural 
capital moderates the relationship between the effect of the sender’s cultural capital and 
their choice for either conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury products.  H2 hypothesized 
that in the luxury domain, construal level is an antecedent to cultural capital.  Luxury 
consumers who construe luxury products in a lower (more concrete) construal level will 
have more cultural capital than luxury consumers who construe luxury product in a 
higher (more abstract) construal level.     
Then, Chapter III presented the predicted effects of the proposed Triple C Model 
of (In)Conspicuous Consumption (H3a-c).  If luxury consumers (signal senders) with a 
lower amount of cultural capital change the level in which they construe luxury products, 
from a higher (more abstract) to a lower (more concrete) construal level, these luxury 
consumers should increase their cultural capital, improve their recognition of subtle 
product cues in inconspicuous luxury products, and become more likely to choose 
inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) luxury products.  
Chapter III concluded with an overview of the three studies that will be conducted 
to test the hypotheses and predicted effects from the proposed Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption.  The next three chapters will focus on the research 
methods and results of each of the three main empirical studies of this research.  The 
research design and results of Study 1 are described next in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV: 
STUDY 1: ACTUAL & PERCEIVED CULTURAL CAPITAL EFFECTS ON 
(IN)CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION 
 
Chapter IV describes the methods and results for the first study in this research.  
The chapter begins with an overview of the purpose of Study 1 and the study design.  
Next, the chapter provides details on the participants and setting used to collect the data, 
and describes the specific measures collected during a series of pre-tests as well as in 
Study 1.  Chapter IV concludes with an analysis and discussion of the results from Study 
1.  However, before proceeding with the rest of this chapter, I would like to discuss an 
important point regarding the focal product used for the studies in this research (in 
Chapters IV-VII).  This research focuses on luxury product consumption and choice 
patterns.  According to prior research, consumers often see handbags and handbag brands 
as items of both old luxury (Silverstein and Fiske 2008) and new luxury (Kapferer 2006), 
and prestige (Wang and Griskevicius 2014).  And since women have more positive 
attitudes toward luxury brands than men do (Stokburger-Sauer and Teichmann 2013), I 
selected handbags as the focal product, and as a result, females only, for investigation in 
this research. 
Study 1 Overview 
Study 1 tests the first set of hypotheses (H1a-c) to identify circumstances in which 
luxury consumers will engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  This 
study employed a quantitative between-subjects experimental design with two 
independent variables (sender measured cultural capital (continuous) and the sender’s 
perception of the audience’s cultural capital (high or low)) and one dependent variable 
(luxury handbag choice: conspicuous or inconspicuous).  In this study, the luxury 
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consumers’ (signal senders’) cultural capital was measured, and their audience’s cultural 
capital was manipulated.  As hypothesized, I expect luxury consumers with high cultural 
capital will choose to engage in conspicuous consumption if they perceive their audience 
to have a low amount of cultural capital and choose to engage in inconspicuous 
consumption if they perceive their audience to have a high amount of cultural capital.  
Also, I predict luxury consumers with low cultural capital to choose to engage in 
conspicuous consumption regardless of their perceptions of the amount of cultural capital 
of their audience.    
In preparation for the study design and data collection for this and subsequent 
studies, I conducted a series of pre-tests.  The pre-tests were developed to test the 
operationalizations of three constructs in the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption associated with Study 1: sender’s cultural capital (Pre-test 2), sender’s 
perception of audience cultural capital (Pre-Test 3), and product use (either conspicuous 
or inconspicuous consumption; Pre-Tests 1 and 4).  The results of each of the four pre-
tests are described next. 
FIGURE 13: OVERVIEW OF STUDY 1 PRE-TESTS 
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Study 1 Pre-Tests 
Pre-Test 1: High-End Luxury Designer Handbag Awareness (Unaided).   The 
first pre-test measured the awareness of high-end luxury designer handbags.  The goal 
was to identify a potential set of focal designer luxury handbags to be used to measure 
cultural capital and as part of the dependent measure choice task in forthcoming studies.  
Participants (n = 14, 100% female) were recruited from an undergraduate marketing 
research course at a university in the Southeastern United States and completed a pen-
and-paper survey in a lab setting where they were shown pictures of 11 high-end luxury 
designer handbags.  According to Hill (1998), smaller sample sizes, such as those 
between 10 and 30, “…are justifiable in the cases of exploratory research and pilot 
studies.”  Further, additional research purports that pilot studies with sample sizes as 
small as 12 provide the necessary precision for statistical analysis (Julious 2005).  Each 
handbag image was shown one at a time on a PowerPoint slide that was displayed on a 
large in-room screen.  Each handbag image was the same size as the other handbag 
images and was shown in color (see Appendix A).  Each respondent saw the handbag 
images in the same order.  After looking at each handbag image, participants were asked 
to write down the name of the handbag brand or designer on their own piece of paper.  
The purpose of this pre-test was to measure participant unaided designer brand name 
awareness for 11 high-end luxury designer handbags.  Each participant’s paper was 
collected and analyzed at the end of the pre-test.  No participants were removed prior to 
or as part of the analysis process. 
Results show that more conspicuous handbags such as the Michael Kors logo bag, 
the Louis Vuitton logo bag, and the Dooney & Bourke logo bag had the highest unaided 
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designer brand awareness as 93%, 86%, and 79% of participants correctly named the 
brand or designer of those handbags, respectively.  Participants correctly named Tory 
Burch and Gucci logo bags 64% of the time.  Less conspicuous handbags without 
prominently displayed logos like the Gucci Racing Stripe, Hermès, the all pink Louis 
Vuitton, and the Dooney & Bourke with the Duck Emblem were correctly named by 50% 
or less of the pre-test participants (see Figure 14).   
FIGURE 14: UNAIDED HIGH-END LUXURY DESIGNER HANDBAG 
AWARENESS 
 
Note: Percent (%) out of 100% for each handbag. 
Results from Pre-Test 1 (and a Supplemental Study conducted prior to the main 
Study 3) indicated the brands and bags tested could serve as good focal luxury brands for 
future studies for two reasons.  First, awareness of the brands overall, regardless of the 
type of bag shown, was relatively high.  Thus, the brands were well known and not too 
obscure for this type of research.  Second, due to the dispersion of awareness of the 
different types of bags shown, this bag set should provide clear differentiation among 
different types of luxury consumers, in terms of the amount of cultural capital, in future 
studies.   
Pre-Test 2: Self-Reported vs. Measured Cultural Capital.   The second pre-test 
had two purposes.  First, this pre-test examined differences between the amount of luxury 
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consumer cultural capital captured by two established measurement tools: 1) a modified 
version of an existing self-reported subjective knowledge scale (Flynn and Goldsmith 
1999) and 2) a modified image with a subset of the more and less conspicuously branded 
well-known luxury designer handbags that asks participants to label the brand name or 
designer of bags (Berger & Ward 2010) from Pre-Test 1.  The goal of this part of the pre-
test was to determine which measure was better suited for operationalizing the sender’s 
cultural capital in the main studies.  Second, this pre-test measured the unaided brand 
name awareness of a few other high-end luxury designer handbags that were not included 
in Pre-Test 1.  Both parts of the second pre-test were administered via a pen-and-paper 
survey in a lab setting. 
To complete the first part of the second pre-test, participants (n = 22, 100% 
female), who were recruited from an undergraduate marketing research course at a 
university in the Southeastern United States, were shown pictures of eight high-end 
luxury designer handbags.  Similar to Pre-test 1, the sample size for this pre-test was 
within the exploratory research ranges set forth by Hill (1998) and Julious (2005).  
Following Berger and Ward (2010), participants were tasked with correctly identifying 
both conspicuously and inconspicuously branded handbags by designer or brand name.  
Also similar to Pre-Test 1, each handbag image was shown one at a time in the same 
order on a PowerPoint slide that was displayed on a large in-room screen.  Each handbag 
image was the same size as the other handbag images and was shown in color.  After 
looking at each handbag image, participants wrote down the name of the handbag brand 
or designer on the first page of their research packet.  The purpose of this part of the pre-
test was to 1) measure actual (versus self-reported) cultural capital and 2) measure 
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unaided designer brand name awareness for five of handbags from Pre-Test 1 and three 
other handbags (two different Burberry bags and another version of a Louis Vuitton bag) 
that were not included Pre-Test 1 (see Appendix B).  The three new handbags were added 
to determine whether I could augment the number of focal designer brands and the mix of 
conspicuous and inconspicuous bags in the upcoming studies.  For the second part of this 
pre-test, participants completed the modified subjective knowledge scale on the second 
page of their research packet by rating their knowledge and expertise for luxury designer 
handbags on nine different items measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree to 7 = strongly agree).  Some of the measures included “I am knowledgeable 
about the most popular designer handbags,” “Among the people I know, I am one of the 
“experts” on designer handbags,” and “I can tell if a handbag is worth the price or not,” 
(see Appendix C for all measures).  The purpose of this part of the pre-test was to 
measure self-reported cultural capital and then later compare it to measured cultural 
capital. 
At the end of the pre-test, each participant’s paper was collected, and the data was 
entered into SPSS for analysis.  No participants were removed prior to or as part of the 
analysis process.  First, the modified subjective knowledge measures were combined into 
a self-reported cultural capital (hereafter referred to as SRCC) index by taking the mean 
of the nine items (α = .90; Hayes 2013).  While product knowledge and cultural capital 
are considered different constructs in the literature, as discussed previously, the 
subjective knowledge scale was used here to confirm this idea and provide support for 
why an alternative and more accurate measure for cultural capital should be used. Then, 
the total number of luxury designer handbags correctly identified from part one of the 
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pre-test was counted and served as a proxy for measured cultural capital (hereafter 
referred to as MCC).  While the scales were not the same (SRCC was measured nine 
items on a scale from 1 to 7, and MCC was calculated from 0 bags to 8 bags correctly 
identified), results showed that there were no differences between the self-reported 
modified subject knowledge ratings (MSRCC = 3.97, SD = 1.50) and the measured cultural 
capital ratings (MMCC = 4.59, SD = 2.91; t(21) = -1.203, p = NS).  Additionally, there was 
a moderate correlation between these two measures (r = 0.55, r2 = 0.30, p < .01).  This 
result indicates there is a moderate relationship between the amount of cultural capital 
participants think they have (self-reported) and the amount of cultural capital they have 
(measured).  In more than two-thirds of the cases where SRCC did not match MCC (41% 
of the total sample), SRCC was lower than MCC in many cases (78% of the mismatched 
cases, see Table 7). Since the SRCC measure did not accurately capture participant 
cultural capital most of the time, I will use the MCC measure to operationalize cultural 
capital and subsequently classify participants into sender cultural capital groups (either 
high or low) in the main studies. However, I will include SRCC in the main Study 1 as a 
means to rule out alternative explanations.  
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TABLE 7: COMPARATIVE RESULTS FOR SELF-REPORTED                                
VS. MEASURED CULTURAL CAPITAL  
 
SRCC MCC 
Total 
n 
Total 
% 
(Mis)Match 
SRCC vs. MCC 
Direction of 
Mismatch from 
SRCC to MCC 
Low None 1 5% Mismatch Lower 
Low Low 6 27% Match -- 
Low Medium 2 9% Mismatch Higher 
Low High 2 9% Mismatch Lower 
Medium Low 2 9% Mismatch Lower 
Medium Medium 3 14% Match -- 
Medium High 1 5% Mismatch Lower 
High Low 0 0% Mismatch Lower 
High Medium 1 5% Mismatch Lower 
High High 4 18% Match -- 
Total 22 100%  
Note: Self-Reported Cultural Capital (SRCC); Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Total Percent out of the 
22 participants (Total %). 
 
Pre-Test 3: Audience Cultural Capital Manipulation Check.  Since the Triple C 
Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption purports that the sender’s perceptions of the 
audience’s cultural capital moderates the influence of sender’s cultural capital on the 
choice of either conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury products, two audience 
manipulations (perceived audience cultural capital condition: low or high) were created.  
If effective, I will use these manipulations to operationalize sender perceptions of 
audience cultural capital (hereafter referred to as ACC) for Studies 1 and 3.  Therefore, 
the purpose of the third pre-test was to conduct a manipulation check between the two 
conditions.    
To conduct this pre-test, participants (n = 67, 100% female, age range: 19-67, 
Mage = 34) were recruited online via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk website and were 
compensated $1.00 for their participation.  Participants were randomly selected to view 
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one of two manipulations that described a scenario where they could wear/bring a luxury 
product (e.g., a high-end designer handbag) to a social event.  In one version of the 
scenario the other social event attendees (the audience) had a high amount of cultural 
capital.  In the other version, the audience had a low amount of cultural capital (see 
Appendix D for full manipulation scenarios).  After reading the audience description, 
participants rated their perceptions of their audience’s cultural capital using a seven-item 
measure on a seven-point Likert scale.  Measures included the people described in this 
scenario “…are knowledgeable about the most popular designer handbags,” “…are 
“experts” on designer handbags,” and “…can tell if a particular designer handbag is 
with the price or not,” on a scale from “1 = strongly disagree” to 7 = strongly agree” 
(see Appendix E for all the audience cultural capital manipulation check measures).  The 
seven items were then averaged together (α = .93).   
No participants were removed prior to or as part of the analysis process.  Results 
showed that the manipulation for perceived ACC worked as intended.  Those in the low 
audience cultural capital condition perceived their audience’s cultural capital lower 
(MACC Low = 1.98, SD = 1.27) than those in the high audience cultural capital condition 
(MACC High = 6.05, SD = 1.05, t(65) = -14.35, p < .01).  Thus, these two manipulations will 
be used operationalize sender perceptions of cultural capital in Studies 1 and 3. 
Pre-Test 4: Perceived Level of Conspicuousness of Products for Consumption 
Task.  The downstream effect of the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption is 
that luxury marketing scholars and practitioners should be able to predict when a luxury 
consumer will engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Therefore, a 
dependent measure choice task was created to operationalize this last piece of the model.  
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In this choice task, participants will be asked to choose which high-end luxury designer 
handbag, either conspicuous or inconspicuous (from Pre-Test 1), they would take to one 
of the two randomly assigned manipulation scenarios (from Pre-Test 3).  For this last 
piece of the model to work correctly, participants need to perceive there to be a 
significant difference in the level of conspicuousness between the different handbag 
options offered in the choice task.   
To conduct this last pre-test, participants (n = 258, 100% female, age range: 19-
69, Mage = 35) were recruited online via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk website and 
compensated $1.00 for their participation.  In this pre-test, participants were shown three 
different high-end luxury designer handbags (from Pre-Test 1) and asked to rate how 
conspicuous they thought each bag was using the following item, “this bag prominently 
displays its trademark. (A trademark is a distinctive brand or designer name, symbol, 
motto, or emblem that identifies a product, service, or company),” as measured on a 
seven-point Likert scale from “1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.”  Bag 1 was 
the Louis Vuitton bag with the LV logo on it.  Bag 2 was the Gucci Racing Stripe bag 
(without a logo on it).  Bag 3 was the Hermès bag (without a logo on it; see Appendix F 
for bag options).  I randomized the order of the bags to minimize any potential order 
effects.    
The intention behind this pre-test was to confirm that participants would consider 
Bag 1 more conspicuous than either Bag 2 or Bag 3.  No participants were removed prior 
to or as part of the analysis process.  Results showed support for my conspicuousness 
intentions, such that the conspicuousness of Bag 1 (M = 6.30, SD = 1.26) was rated 
higher than conspicuousness of both Bags 2 (M = 3.76, SD = 2.05) and 3 (M = 2.94, SD = 
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1.87; t(256) = 65.49, p < .01) combined.  Therefore, these three bags will be used in the 
dependent measure choice task, to choose either a conspicuous (Bag 1) or inconspicuous 
product (Bag 2 or 3), in Studies 1 and 3. 
Pre-Test Summary & Implications.  Taken together, the four pre-tests conducted 
in advance of Study 1 helped solidify the operationalization of three of the four main 
constructs in the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption that will be used in the 
Study 1 and in subsequent studies: sender’s cultural capital, sender’s perception of 
audience cultural capital, and product use (either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption).  The results of Pre-Test 1 identified a potential set of focal high-end 
luxury designer handbags for 1) measuring measured cultural capital, and 2) finding the 
right handbags to use in the dependent measure (in)conspicuous consumption task.  The 
results of Pre-Test 2 helped determine that MCC should be used instead of SRCC as the 
operationalization for and classification of sender cultural capital in the main studies of 
this work.  Next, Pre-Test 3 validated the two manipulation scenarios that will be used for 
the sender’s perception of audience cultural capital.  Finally, Pre-Test 4 confirmed that 
there is a significant difference in the perceived level of conspicuousness between the 
three handbags that will be used to test the product use piece of the model.   Upon 
completion of the four pre-tests and the solidification of the operationalization of the 
three constructs, I was ready to conduct Study 1, which is described next.   
Participants & Setting 
Participants who had an interest in luxury products were recruited from Amazon’s 
mTurk website (n = 153) and Facebook (n = 25; total n = 178, 100% female, age range: 
20-71, Mage = 35, SD = 11.41).  Those recruited from mTurk were compensated $2.25 for 
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their participation.  The recommended sample size requirements for binary logistic 
regression analysis, which is how this data will be analyzed, is at least ten observations 
per estimated parameter for each group (or cell; Hair Jr. et al. 2014).  Following this 
guideline and calculating the number of parameters and cells for Study 1, the sample size 
for this study exceeded the recommended requirements.  As detailed in the Results 
section of this Chapter, there will be four parameters estimated in the binary logistic 
regression model (the constant, sender cultural capital, sender perception of audience 
cultural capital, and the interaction term of sender cultural capital x sender perception of 
audience cultural capital).  Then, the total sample will be classified into a 2x2 matrix of 
four cells (sender cultural capital: low or high and sender and perception of audience 
cultural capital: low or high).  According to the sample size guideline for binary logistic 
regression put forth by Hair Jr. et al. (2014), the total sample size for Study 1 (n = 178) 
surpasses the recommended sample size for a study with four parameters and four cells (4 
parameters x at least 10 observations = 40 participants per cell x the 4 cells = 
recommended n = 160; see Table 11 for final cell sizes). 
To qualify for the study, participants needed to be female, at least 18 years of age, 
and indicate that English was their primary language.  Since the purpose of this study was 
to examine the effect varying cultural capital levels has on luxury product consumption, it 
was important that the final sample represented the full spectrum of participant cultural 
capital for luxury products, from relatively low to relatively high.  While conducting the 
pre-tests, it was clear that student-only samples would not fulfill these cultural capital 
requirements due to age and income limitations of most students. Therefore, online 
samples were used to broaden the range of cultural capital.   
114 
 
Some marketing scholars believe that online sampling, particularly using 
Amazon’s mTurk website, is not a good source for quality data (Babin, Grif and Hair Jr 
2016; Smith et al. 2016).  However, recent research has shown that mTurk participants 
provide high-quality data, and at least the same level of attention and sample reliability as 
participants whose studies are conducted in lab settings (Goodman and Paolacci 2017) 
and as compared to other online panels (Kees et al. 2017).  Additionally, research found 
that mTurk samples are useful for scale development research, which also will be helpful 
for the Study 2 pre-tests (Minton et al. 2013). During the pre-tests, it was relatively easy 
to recruit participants with lower cultural capital, but it was challenging to recruit 
participants with higher cultural capital online via mTurk.  As a result, Study 1 
participants also were recruited from Facebook to ensure there would be enough sample 
in each of the study’s four cells (particularly in the two higher cultural capital cells).   
Facebook was selected as the second sample source because there was a user 
group dedicated to the enjoyment of luxury designer handbags, which upon of review of 
the group, was deemed as a good fit for this research.  The group was called “A World of 
Goods For You: Luxury Handbags, Accessories, Jewelry, and More.”  Thus, a link to the 
study was posted on this group’s Facebook page to recruit participants with higher 
cultural capital. When comparing the mTurk sample and the Facebook sample, results 
showed there were no significant differences in age (MmTurk = 35, SD = 11.58; MFacebook = 
37, SD = 10.43, t(176) = -0.60, p = NS; see Table 9), employment status (χ2(3, n = 178) = 
4.52, p = NS), relationship status (χ2(5, n = 178) = 4.59, p = NS), and ethnicity (χ2(5, n = 
178) = 1.61, p = NS; see Table 8) between the two samples.  However, as intended, there 
were significant differences in measured cultural capital between the two samples.  Those 
115 
 
who were recruited from mTurk had lower amounts of cultural capital than those 
recruited from Facebook (MMCC mTurk = 3.01, SD = 1.99; MMMC Facebook = 4.28, SD = 2.30, 
t(176) = -2.73, p = .01).  Additionally, there was a difference in income between the two 
samples.  On average, those who were recruited from mTurk had lower annual incomes 
than those recruited from Facebook (MIncome mTurk = $59,707, SD = $34,138; MIncome Facebook 
= $113,857, SD = $85,475, t(176) = -5.61, p < .01, see Table 9).  While there were 
differences in the sampling methods, the two samples performed as intended and thus 
were combined for the rest of the analysis and hypothesis testing for Study 1 (see Table 
10 for a full demographic profile of the total participants).   
TABLE 8:  DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE MTURK & 
FACEBOOK SAMPLES_PART 1  
 
 mTurk  Facebook    
 n %  n       % χ2 df p 
Primary Language         
       English 153 100.00  25 100.00    
         
   Gender         
       Female 153 100.00  25 100.00    
         
Ethnicity        
1.61 
 
5 
 
.90 
       African-American 12 7.84  0 0.00    
       Asian/Pacific 
Islander 
16 10.46 
 
2 8.00 
   
       Caucasian 120 78.43  19 76.00    
       Hispanic 8 5.23  5 20.00    
       Other 3 1.96  0 0.00    
       Prefer not to 
answer 
1 0.65 
 
0 0.00 
   
 
 
        
Relationship Status      4.59 5 .47 
Single  31 20.30  4 16.00    
In a relationship 33 21.60  4 16.00    
Married 74 48.40  17 68.00    
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Separated 2    1.30  0 0.00    
Divorced 12    7.80  0 0.00    
Widowed  1    0.70  0 0.00    
         
Employment Status      4.52 3 .21 
Employed part-
time 
35 22.90  3 12.00    
Employed full-
time 
100 65.40  16 64.00    
Unemployed/seeki
ng employment 
12 7.80  5 20.00    
Retired  6 3.90  1 4.00    
 
 
TABLE 9:  DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE MTURK & 
FACEBOOK SAMPLES_PART 2 
 
         mTurk         Facebook   
 M SD  M       SD t p 
Age 35 11.58  37 10.43   -.60 .55 
MCC 3.01 1.99  4.28 2.30 -2.73 .01 
Income 59,707 34,138  113,857 85,475 -5.61 .00 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
 
TABLE 10:  FULL DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF TOTAL PARTICIPANTS FROM 
STUDY 1 
 
 n % M SD 
Recruitment Source     
       mTurk 153 85.95   
       Facebook 25 14.05   
     
Primary Language     
       English 178 100.00   
     
   Gender     
       Female 178 100.00   
     
Ethnicity      
       African-American 12  6.70   
       Asian/Pacific Islander 18 10.10   
       Caucasian 139 78.10   
       Hispanic 13 7.30   
       Other 3 1.70   
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       Prefer not to answer 1   .60   
     
Relationship Status     
Single  35 19.70   
In a relationship 37 20.80   
Married 91 51.10   
Separated 2 1.10   
Divorced 12 6.70   
Widowed  1 .06   
     
Employment Status     
Employed part-time 38 21.30   
Employed full-time 116 65.20   
Unemployed/seeking 
employment 
17 9.60   
Retired  7 3.90   
     
Age 178        35.00        11.41 
     
MCC 178       3.54        2.29 
     
Income 178  $67,312.53 $48,450.26 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
Measures & Procedure 
To begin the survey, participants provided their primary language preference, age, 
and gender.  Next, they answered a series of questions about their attitudes toward status 
consumption (O’Cass and McEwen 2004) and the need for status scale (Eastman, 
Goldsmith, and Flynn 1999).  After that, participants completed the modified version of 
the subjective knowledge scale (Flynn and Goldsmith 1999), which still served as a proxy 
for SRCC.  Similar to Pre-Test 2, participants completed the SRCC measure by rating 
their knowledge and expertise for designer handbags on nine different items measured on 
a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree; see Appendix G 
for the full study instrument). 
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Next, participants were randomly selected to view one of the two pre-tested 
audience cultural capital manipulations (from Pre-Test 3) that described a scenario where 
they could wear/bring a luxury product (e.g., a high-end handbag) to a social event.  
Similar to Pre-Test 3, in version one of the scenario the other social event attendees (the 
audience) had a high amount of cultural capital.  In version two, the audience had a low 
amount of cultural capital.  After viewing the scenario, they rated their perceptions of 
their audience’s cultural capital using the same manipulation check measure from Pre-
Test 3.   
Then, participants completed the dependent measure, a choice task that asked, 
“Which of these three bags would you most recommend for a close friend to take to the 
lunch we just described to you?”  Participants selected either a conspicuous or 
inconspicuous luxury product to wear/bring to the described social event where the other 
attendees had either a high or low amount cultural capital, depending on which scenario 
manipulation they received (see Figure 15).  After making their selection, to engage in 
either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption, participants provided their rationale 
for their choice, both in an open-ended and metric format.  The open-ended rationale 
question asked, “Why would you recommend she bring this handbag/purse to impress the 
people in the lunch scenario?” The close-ended rationale question was an eight-item 
seven-point Likert scale measure that asked “I would recommend this handbag because 
…” and included some of the following statements, “the people at the lunch would be 
able to recognize the designer/brand/label of this handbag,” “I knew it would impress the 
people at the lunch,” “it is considered a status symbol,” and this bag is more prestigious 
than the other bags” on a scale from “1 = strongly disagree” to 7 = strongly agree.”  
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While impression management also may appear to account for the proposed effects since 
the participants are choosing to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption in public (or social) settings, according to prior literature, impression 
management pertains to the behavior(s) people use to build and maintain desired images 
of themselves in the presence of others (Bolino et al. 2006; Rao, Schmidt, and Murray 
1995) at the workplace.  As the literature stream in this domain discusses, impression 
management behaviors occur inside organizations (between the potential employee and 
employer, between the employee and the manager, between the organization’s 
management and those outside the organization (e.g. the general public or customers, 
etc.; see Gardner and Martinko 1988 for a review).  The impression management 
literature scope does not extend to the (in)conspicuous consumption domain within 
consumer behavior.  Therefore, impression management is not a primary construct for 
this research.  
FIGURE 15: HANDBAG OPTIONS FOR IN(CONSPICUOUS) CONSUMPTION 
TASK IN STUDY 1 
 
After the dependent measure section of the study, participants completed the 
MCC measure modified from Berger and Ward (2010) in Pre-Test 2.  Similar to the pre-
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test, participants were shown a series of well-known luxury designer handbags/purses 
(some conspicuous and some inconspicuous) and were asked to identify the brand 
name/designer of each bag shown (see Figure 16).  The eight handbags that were used for 
this task came from a combination of bags from Pre-Tests 1 and 2.  These specific bags 
were chosen because based on the results of the two pre-tests, these eight were the most 
discriminating in terms of determining a participant’s ability to identify the brand 
name/designer correctly.  Thus, this handbag set created a strong method for capturing 
measured cultural capital.  Results from this measure will be combined with the 
manipulated audience cultural capital conditions to classify participants into four groups, 
sender’s measured cultural capital (MCC): high or low x audience cultural capital (ACC): 
high or low (see Table 11).  Finally, Study 1 included manipulation checks for the 
conspicuousness of the luxury products used in the choice task, participant attitudes 
toward and shopping frequency of designer handbags, a demand artifact check that asked 
“what do you think is the purpose of this study,” and demographic questions.   
TABLE 11: FINAL CELL SIZES BASED ACC CONDITION & SENDER MCC 
CLASSIFICATION  
 
         ACC Condition 
 Low High 
Sender MCC 
Classification 
n    % n % 
     Low 46 50.55 48 55.17 
     High 45 49.45 39 44.83 
Total 91 100.00 87 100.00 
Note: Audience Cultural Capital (ACC) and Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
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FIGURE 16: 
HANDBAGS USED TO MEASURE CULTURAL CAPITAL IN STUDY 1  
 
 
Results 
 Attitudes Toward Status Consumption (ATSC). An ATSC index was calculated by 
taking the mean of the six ATSC items measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).  Some of the measures included “Using high 
status products allows me to be popular among my friends and colleagues,” “I like to use 
some products in the presence of others,” and “When others see me using status products, 
I gain their respect.” (α = .94).  Those with lower ATSC indexes reported having lower 
attitudes toward status consumption than those with higher ATSC indexes.  Results 
indicated that participants recruited for Study 1 were a good fit for this research as the 
mean was significantly higher than the mid-point for a seven-point scale (midpoint = 3.5, 
MATSC = 4.51, SD = 1.57; t(177) = 8.64, p < .01). 
 Need for Status (NFS). An NFS index was calculated by taking the mean of the 
four NFS items measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
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strongly agree).  Some of the measures included “I would buy a product just because it 
has status,” and “I am interested in new products with status.” (α = .93).  Those with 
lower NFS indexes reported having a lower need for status consumption than those with 
higher NFS indexes.  The NFS results also indicated that the Study 1 participants were a 
good fit for this research as the mean was higher than the mid-point for a seven-point 
scale (midpoint = 3.5, MNFS = 4.61, SD = 1.74). 
Self-Reported Cultural Capital (SRCC).  A SRCC index was calculated by taking 
the mean of the nine self-reported cultural capital measures (α = .93).  Those with lower 
SRCC indexes are more likely to report that they do not know a lot about luxury 
handbags.  Those with higher SRCC indexes are more likely to report that they do know 
a lot about luxury handbags.  Results revealed that participants believe they have a high 
amount of cultural capital.  (MSRCC = 5.02, SD = 1.31).  However, as anticipated when the 
participants completed the measured cultural capital task, their measured cultural capital 
did not match their self-reported cultural capital (see Measured Cultural Capital results 
below).  
Measured Cultural Capital (MCC).  To calculate measured cultural capital, the 
number of luxury handbag/purse designer/brand names each participant correctly 
identified in the measured cultural capital task was counted.  The more luxury 
handbag/purse designer/brand names the participant correctly identified, the more 
cultural capital she had.  The less luxury handbag/purse designer/brand names she 
correctly identified, the less cultural capital she had.  On average, participants correctly 
identified three of the eight luxury handbags (MMCC = 3.54, SD = 2.29; see Table 12 for a 
summary of psychometric properties of the primary measures).   
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TABLE 12: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF PRIMARY VARIABLES FROM 
STUDY 1    
 
Variable n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
ATSC 178 4.51 1.57 .94 1-7 1-7 -0.69 
NFS 178 4.61 1.74 .93 1-7 1-7 -0.70 
SRCC 178 5.02 1.31 .93 1-7 1-7 -1.92 
MCC 178 3.54 2.29  0-8 0-8  0.22 
Note: Attitudes Toward Status Consumption (ATSC); Need for Status (NFS); Self-Reported 
Cultural Capital (SRCC); Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
These results indicated that the measured cultural capital measure was a more 
rigorous measure than the self-reported cultural capital measure as participants claimed 
that they had more cultural capital than they had.  To confirm the findings, the SRCC and 
MCC data were submitted to a bivariate correlation analysis.  Results of this analysis 
showed there was a weak relationship between SRCC and MCC (r = .22, r2 = .05, p < 
.01).  Those who have higher self-reported cultural capital did not necessarily have higher 
measured cultural capital.  Said another way, those with higher self-reported cultural 
capital were not more likely to correctly identify more luxury designer handbags/purses 
than those with lower self-reported cultural capital (see Figure 17).  Results from Study 1 
indicated that MCC was the more rigorous of the two cultural capital measures.  
Therefore, MCC served as the focal dependent measure in this and subsequent studies.   
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FIGURE 17: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SRCC AND MCC  
 
Note: Self-Reported Cultural Capital (SRCC) and Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
Manipulation Check for Audience Cultural Capital (ACC).  To confirm the 
successful manipulation of audience cultural capital, an independent samples t-test was 
performed.  Results revealed that the manipulations worked as intended.  Participants in 
the high cultural capital audience condition (MACC High = 6.11, SD = 1.18) rated their 
perceptions of the cultural capital of their audience (ACC) higher than those in the low 
cultural capital audience condition (MACC Low = 2.29, SD = 1.51; t(176) = -18.74, p < .01; 
see Table 13).   
Manipulation Check for Conspicuousness of Handbag Options for the Choice 
Task.  To confirm the successful manipulation of the conspicuousness of the luxury 
products used in the dependent measure choice task, to select either a conspicuous or an 
inconspicuous handbag to take to the lunch scenario, a paired samples t-test was 
performed.  The pattern of results was as expected, the perceived brand conspicuousness 
of the conspicuous product (Bag 1) was higher than the perceived conspicuousness of the 
inconspicuous products (Bags 2 and 3) used in the dependent measure choice task.  The 
conspicuousness of Bag 1 (M = 6.03, SD = 1.33) was rated higher than conspicuousness 
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of both Bags 2 (M = 4.16, SD = 2.03) and 3 combined (M = 3.64, SD = 1.89; t(177) = 
14.42, p < .01; see Table 13).  
 
TABLE 13: RESULTS FROM MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR STUDY 1 
 
 M SD t p 
ACC Condition 
     Low  
     High  
 
2.29 
6.11 
 
1.51 
1.18 
-18.74 .00 
     
Handbag Conspicuousness   14.42 .00 
     Conspicuous Bag     
           Bag 1 
     Inconspicuous Bags  
          Bag 2 
          Bag 3 
          Bag 2 and Bag 3       
(pooled) 
6.09 
 
4.16 
3.64 
3.90 
1.33 
 
2.03 
1.89 
1.67 
  
Note: Audience Cultural Capital (ACC). 
 
Effects on (In)Conspicuous Consumption.  To examine the effects that the 
sender’s measured cultural capital and perceived cultural capital of their audience had on 
their (in)conspicuous consumption; the data were analyzed using binary logistic 
regression.  Binary logistic regression was deemed the appropriate statistical technique to 
analyze the data from Study 1 and test H1 because the dependent variable was a binary 
nominal variable and the independent variables were a mix of metric or nonmetric 
variables (Hair Jr. et al. 2014).  The variables in the model included the dependent 
variable of bag selected to bring to the lunch scenario, coded as conspicuous choice: Bag 
1 = 0 or inconspicuous choice: Bags 2 or 3 = 1, the independent variables of the sender’s 
MCC (continuous), the manipulated ACC (coded as either low = 0, high = 1), and the 
interaction term of sender’s MCC and ACC (see Table 14). 
126 
 
TABLE 14: MAIN BINARY LOGISTIC MODEL CONSTRUCTION TO TEST H1 
 
  Primary Construct 
  
Sender Cultural 
Capital 
Sender Perception of 
Audience Cultural 
Capital 
(In)Conspicuous 
Consumption 
Measurement 
Measured Cultural 
Capital (MCC) 
Manipulated Audience 
Cultural Capital 
(ACC)  
(In)Conspicuous 
Consumption Task 
(I/CC) 
Type of Data 
Gathered Metric (Continuous) Metric (Binary) 
Categorical (coded as 
Binary) 
Source  
Modified from Berger 
and Ward (2010) 
Pre-Test 3 Pre-Tests 1 and 4 
Type of Scores 
Produced and 
Prepared for 
Analysis  
8-item inventory: 
index will be created 
and then used to 
classify respondents 
into either high or low 
cultural capital groups 
using a median split  
2-item inventory: 
participants randomly 
assigned to view one 
of the two scenarios. 
Coded as low ACC 
(0) or high ACC (1). 
3-item inventory: Bag 1 
coded as conspicuous 
(0). Bags 2 and 3 coded 
as inconspicuous (1) to 
create a binary variable  
Role in the 
Model IV Mod. DV 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Audience Cultural Capital (ACC); (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption (I/CC); Independent Variable (IV); Moderator (Mod.); and Dependent Variable (DV). 
 
 
As predicted, the results support H1.  The effect of consumers’ cultural capital on 
their conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption was moderated by each luxury 
consumer’s (i.e., signal sender’s) perception of their audience’s cultural capital.  The 
overall model was significant (χ2(3, n = 178) = 10.34, p = .02).  The interaction term also 
was significant (β = .32, p = .02).  And, there was a main effect for MCC (β = -.27, p < 
.01).   
To control for other factors, I reran the regression model using audience cultural 
capital and measured cultural capital, and their interaction as predictors of 
(in)conspicuous consumption, and ATSC, NFS, and SRCC as co-variates.  The results 
revealed that the interaction between ACC and MCC remained significant (β = .32, p = 
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.02) while each of the three co-variates (ATSC, NFS, and SRCC) did not reach 
significance (all ps > .80).   Importantly, the three co-variates did not have an impact the 
hypothesized effects.  However, to further rule out these factors as alternative 
explanations for the results, I conducted alternative model testing (for results see 
alternative model testing section in this chapter). 
Follow up analyses were conducted to understand the interaction in the main 
regression model and to confirm the predicted pattern of results for H1a, Hb, and Hc.  To 
perform these analyses, participants were classified into one of two groups based on 
whether their measured cultural capital was above or below the MCC median of 3 (0 = 
low MCC group and 1 = high MCC group).  Follow up analyses revealed support for 
H1a, H1b, and H1c.  When those in the high MMC group were in the high audience 
cultural capital condition (H1a), choice of an inconspicuous bag was significantly higher 
(67%) than the choice of the conspicuous bag (33%, Z = -2.95, p < .01).  Conversely, 
when those in the high MCC group were in the low audience cultural capital condition 
(H1b), choice of the conspicuous bag was significantly higher (62%) than the choice of an 
inconspicuous bag (38%, Z = 2.32, p = .02).  However, as I predicted, the effect of 
perceived audience cultural capital on the type of consumption was diminished among 
those in the low MCC group with low cultural capital, as results did not reach 
significance (H1c).  Senders with low cultural capital were just as likely to choose the 
conspicuous bag regardless of their perception of their audience’s cultural capital 
(ACCHigh = 63%, ACCLow = 59%, Z = -0.38, p = NS; see Figures 18a and 18b, and Table 
15).   
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FIGURE 18a: INCONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION RESULTS  
 
FIGURE 18b: CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION RESULTS  
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TABLE 15:  EFFECT OF MEASURED CULTURAL CAPITAL AND AUDIENCE 
CULTURAL CAPITAL ON (IN)CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION   
 
  ACC Condition  
 Low  High   
Sender MCC 
Classification 
n % 
 
n % χ2 
Cramer’s 
V 
     Low  
          Conspicuous Choice 
 
27 
 
58.70 
  
30 
 
62.50 
 
.14 
 
.04 
          Inconspicuous Choice 19 41.30  18 37.50   
     High        
          Conspicuous Choice 28 62.22  13 33.33 6.99* .29 
          Inconspicuous Choice 17 37.78  26 66.67   
Note: Audience Cultural Capital (ACC), Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). *p = .01. 
 
Spotlight Analysis.  In addition to the median split analyses, I conducted a 
spotlight analysis (Aiken and West 1991) at one standard deviation above and below the 
MCC mean.  Results of the spotlight analysis were consistent with prior results from 
Study 1 and showed that the participants with low MCC (below one standard deviation 
from the MCC mean) were just as likely to choose the conspicuous or inconspicuous bag 
regardless of whether they perceived their audience to have low (45% vs. 55%, Z = -0.63, 
p = NS) or high cultural capital (53% vs. 47%, Z = -0.32, p = NS ).  Participants with 
average MCC were more likely to choose the conspicuous over the inconspicuous bag 
regardless of whether they perceived their audience to have low (67% vs. 33%, Z = 3.23, 
p < .01 ) or high cultural capital (60% vs. 40%, Z = 2.00, p = .05).  This result follows 
because the theorizing in this research purports that only those with a high amount 
cultural capital (not an average amount) will know when to choose to engage in 
inconspicuous consumption when they perceive that their audience’s cultural capital is 
high.  This pattern of expected results did come through in the high MCC group.  
Participants with high MCC (above one standard deviation from the MCC mean) were 
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just as likely to choose the conspicuous bag or the inconspicuous bag when they 
perceived their audience to have low cultural capital (61% vs. 39%, Z = 1.47, p = NS).  
Conversely, high MCC participants were more likely to choose the inconspicuous bag 
over the conspicuous bag when they perceived their audience to have high cultural capital 
(83% vs. 17%, Z = 4.00, p < .01; see figures 19a and 19b). 
FIGURE 19a: SPOTLIGHT RESULTS ON INCONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION  
 
 
FIGURE 19b: SPOTLIGHT RESULTS ON CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION 
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Alternative Model Testing. In addition to testing the effects of MCC and ACC on 
I/CC, three alternative models also were tested.  The purpose of these alternative model 
tests was to confirm the predicted effects and results produced by MCC were not 
replicated when substituting other constructs from the survey into the model instead.  The 
three alternative models tested 1) attitudes towards status consumption (ATSC), 2) the 
need for status (NFS), and 3) self-reported cultural capital (SRCC; see Table 16).    
TABLE 16: CONSTRUCTION OF ADDITIONAL BINARY LOGISTIC MODELS  
   
Alternative Model  
 1 2 3  
Primary 
Construct 
Attitudes 
Toward Status 
Consumption 
Need for 
Status  
Self-
Reported 
Cultural 
Capital 
Audience 
Cultural 
Capital 
(In)Conspicuous 
Consumption 
Measure ATSC NFS SRCC ACC I/CC Task 
Type of Data 
Gathered 
Metric 
(Continuous) 
Metric 
(Continuous) 
Metric 
(Continuous
) 
Metric 
(Binary) 
Categorical 
(coded as 
Binary) 
Source Modified from 
O'Cass and 
McEwen 
(2004) 
Modified 
from 
Eastman, 
Goldsmith, 
and Flynn  
(1999) 
Modified 
from Flynn 
and 
Goldsmith 
(1999) 
Pre-Test 3 Pre-Tests 1 and 
4 
Type of 
Scores 
Produced and 
Prepared for 
Analysis 
6-item 
inventory: 
index created 
(α = .94) and 
then used in the 
model 
4-item 
inventory: 
index 
created (α = 
.93) and then 
used in the 
model 
9-item 
inventory: 
index 
created (α = 
.93) and then 
used in the 
model 
Participants 
randomly 
assigned to 
view one of 
the two 
scenarios. 
Coded as 
low ACC 
(0) or high 
ACC (1). 
3-item 
inventory: Bag 
1 coded as 
conspicuous (0). 
Bags 2 and 3 
coded as 
inconspicuous 
(1) to create a 
binary variable 
Role in the 
Model IV IV IV Mod. DV 
Note: Attitudes Toward Status Consumption (ATSC); Need for Status (NFS); Self-Reported 
Cultural Capital (SRCC); Audience Cultural Capital (ACC); (In)Conspicuous Consumption (I/CC); 
Independent Variable (IV); Moderator (Mod.); and Dependent Variable (DV). 
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First, to test alternative model 1 and examine if attitudes toward status 
consumption (ATSC) and ACC had the same effect on their (in)conspicuous 
consumption as the main model, the data were analyzed using the same binary logistic 
regression technique as the main model.  The only difference between the two models 
(the main model and the first alternative model), was MCC was swapped for ATSC.  The 
rest of the model remained the same.  The dependent variable of bag selected to bring to 
the lunch scenario was coded as conspicuous choice: Bag 1 = 0 or inconspicuous choice: 
Bags 2 or 3 = 1.  The independent variables included in the analysis were the ATSC 
(continuous; replacing MCC), ACC (coded as either low = 0, high = 1), and the 
interaction term of ATSC and ACC (see alternative model 1 in Table 16).   
As expected, the results from alternative model 1 did not produce the same effects 
on conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption as the main model.  The overall model 
was insignificant (χ2(3, n = 178) = 2.42, p = NS ).  The interaction term also was 
insignificant (β = -.04, p = NS).  Additionally, the main effects of ATSC (β = .06, p = 
NS) and ACC (β = .64, p = NS) also were insignificant (see Table 17).   Thus, attitudes 
toward status consumption cannot be used to predict whether luxury consumers will 
choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.   
Next, to test alternative model 2 and examine if the effect of need for status (NFS) 
and ACC was the same on their (in)conspicuous consumption as the main model, the data 
were analyzed using the same binary logistic regression technique as the main model.  
The only difference between the main model and the second alternative model was MCC 
was swapped for the NFS.  The rest of the model remained the same.  The dependent 
variable of bag selected to bring to the lunch scenario was coded as conspicuous choice: 
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Bag 1 = 0 or inconspicuous choice: Bags 2 or 3 = 1.  The independent variables included 
in the analysis were the NFS (continuous; replacing MCC in the main model or ATSC in 
alternative model 1), ACC (coded as either low = 0, high = 1), and the interaction term of 
NFS and ACC (see alternative model 2 in Table 16).   
As expected, the results from alternative model 2 also did not produce the same 
effects on conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption as the main model.  The overall 
model was insignificant (χ2(3, n = 178) = 2.64, p = NS).  The interaction term also was 
insignificant (β = .08, p = NS).  Additionally, the main effects of NFS (β = .00, p = NS) 
and ACC (β = .06, p = NS) also were insignificant (see Table 17).   Thus, the need for 
status consumption cannot be used to predict whether luxury consumers will choose to 
engage (in)conspicuous consumption.   
Finally, to test alternative model 3 and examine if self-reported cultural capital 
(SRCC) and ACC had the same effect on their (in)conspicuous consumption as the main 
model, the data were analyzed using the same binary logistic regression technique as the 
main model.  The only difference between the main model and the third alternative model 
was that MCC was swapped for SRCC.  The rest of the model remained the same.  The 
dependent variable of bag selected to bring to the lunch scenario was coded as 
conspicuous choice: Bag 1 = 0 or inconspicuous choice: Bags 2 or 3 = 1.  The 
independent variables included in the analysis were SRCC (continuous; replacing MCC 
in the main model or NFS in alternative model 2), ACC (coded as either low = 0, high = 
1), and the interaction term of SRCC and ACC (see alternative model 3 in Table 16).   
As expected, the results from alternative model 3 also did not produce the same 
effects on conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption as the main model.  The overall 
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model was insignificant (χ2(3, n = 178) = 3.55, p = NS ).  The interaction term also was 
insignificant (β = .26, p = NS).  Additionally, the main effects of SRCC (β = -.08, p = 
NS) and ACC (β = -.85, p = NS) also were insignificant (see table 17).   Thus, self-
reported cultural capital cannot be used to predict whether luxury consumers will choose 
to engage (in)conspicuous consumption.   
Upon submitting the data from Study 1 to alternative binary logistic models, it 
follows that only the main model as hypothesized in H1 (main model: MCC, ACC, MCC 
x ACC  I/CC) can be used to predict luxury product consumption.  Each of the three 
alternative models tested replacing MCC with a different independent variable 
(alternative model 1: ATSC, alternative model 2: NFS, and alternative model 3: SRCC) 
to determine if the same effects produced by the main model could be replicated by at 
least one of these other measures.  Yet, in each of the three alternative models (alternative 
model 1: ATSC, ACC, ATSC x ACC  I/CC; alternative model 2: NFS, ACC, NFS x 
ACC  I/CC; and alternative model 3: SRCC, ACC, SRCC x ACC  I/CC), the overall 
models as well as the interaction terms and main effects within the models were all 
insignificant.  These findings can be used to rule out attitudes toward status consumption, 
need for status, and self-reported cultural capital as alternative explanations for the 
effects predicted and found in the main model (see Table 17 for a summary of all model 
results). 
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TABLE 17:  EFFECTS OF ADDITIONAL BINARY LOGISTIC REGRESSION 
MODELS FOR (IN)CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION  
 
Model χ2 df p Β SE β Wald Ex(β) 95% CI 
Main Model 
(predicted in H1) 
     Overall Model 
     MCC 
     ACC 
     MCC x ACC 
     Constant  
 
 
 
10.34 
 
 
 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
 
.02 
.01 
.24 
.02 
.03 
 
 
 
-.27 
-.67 
.32 
.92 
 
 
 
.10 
.58 
.14 
.41 
 
 
 
7.16 
1.36 
5.32 
4.97 
 
 
 
   .76 
   .51 
 1.38 
 2.52 
 
 
 
[  .62,    .93] 
[  .17,  1.58] 
[1.05,  1.82] 
Alternative Model 1  
     Overall Model 
     ATSC 
     ACC 
     ATSC x ACC 
     Constant 
 
2.42 
 
 
 
 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
.49 
.64 
.50 
.83 
.64 
 
 
 
.06 
.64 
-.04 
-.29 
 
 
.13 
.94 
.20 
.62 
 
 
.22 
.46 
.05 
.23 
 
 
1.06 
1.89 
.96 
.75 
 
 
[ .83,   1.36] 
[ .30, 11.85] 
[ .65,   1.41] 
Alternative Model 2  
     Overall Model 
     NFS 
     ACC 
     NFS x ACC 
     Constant 
 
2.64 
 
 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
.45 
.97 
.95 
.63 
.94 
 
 
.00 
.06 
.08 
-.04 
 
 
 
.12 
.86 
.18 
.58 
 
 
.00 
.01 
.23 
.01 
 
 
1.00 
1.06 
1.09 
 .96 
 
 
[ .80,   1.26] 
[ .20,   5.74] 
[ .77,   1.54] 
Alternative Model 3  
     Overall Model 
     SRCC 
     ACC 
     SRCC x ACC 
     Constant 
 
3.55 
 
 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
.31 
.61 
.48 
.27 
.64 
 
 
-.08 
-.85 
.26 
.39 
 
 
.16 
1.21 
.23 
.83 
 
 
  .26 
  .50 
1.23 
 .22 
 
 
.92 
.43 
1.30 
1.47 
 
 
[ .67,   1.26] 
[ .04,   4.55] 
[ .82,   2.05] 
Note: Dependent Variable for all regressions was I/CC.  Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Audience 
Cultural Capital (ACC); Attitudes Toward Status Consumption (ATSC); Need for Status (NFS); Self-
Reported Cultural Capital (SRCC); and (In)Conspicuous Consumption (I/CC) so that 0 = use conspicuous 
product (Bag 1) and 1 = use inconspicuous product (Bag 2 or 3). 
 
Demand Artifact Check.  Upon review of the open-ended responses for the 
demand artifact measure, none of the participants provided a response that would indicate 
they understood the real purpose of Study 1.  Three of the participants did provide 
responses that were partially in line with the study’s purpose: “Perhaps the purpose is to 
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look at status related motivations behind using designer bags and perceptions regarding 
overtly branded bags vs. less showy designer bags.” “To see how people's knowledge of 
designer bags effects their thoughts on designer bags.” and “To see how people that 
know about luxury handbags feel about them and in certain situations. Also to know why 
they feel this way about them and what makes them feel that way.”  However, they did 
not guess the entire purpose.  Other responses included suggestions about “judging 
handbags” or “understanding how people feel about luxury handbags,” but again, they 
did not indicate that there was a demand issue with the study.  Therefore, all participants 
were included for analyses in Study 1 and were included in the results reported 
throughout this section. 
Discussion 
Review of the conscious and inconspicuous literature revealed that the lines 
between the motivations for luxury consumption were not black and white.  There were 
shades of gray, as many of the motivations for conspicuous consumption were also the 
same for inconspicuous consumption (eight of the 14).  The considerable overlap in 
motivations between conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption lead to that idea that 
perhaps the lines were blurred because there were instances in which the same luxury 
consumer would choose to engage in conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption based 
on certain factors.  In turn, an interesting question emerged.  Can the marketing academy 
and luxury marketing practitioners accurately understand and predict when luxury 
consumers will engage in conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption?  Therefore, Study 
1 sought out to investigate instances in which the same luxury consumer may choose to 
engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption depending on certain 
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circumstances and examine the role situational factors such as the luxury consumer’s 
perception of their audience play in the use of conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury 
products.   
The pattern of observed choices support the first set of hypotheses (H1a-c).  The 
main (predicted) regression model (MCC, ACC, and MCC  x ACC  I/CC) revealed that 
luxury product consumption (either conspicuous or inconspicuous) was driven by a 
significant interaction between the sender’s measured cultural capital and their perception 
of their audience’s cultural capital.  Additionally, these effects only were found in the 
main model.  The same effects were not be replicated in any of the three alternative 
models (alternative model 1: ATSC, ACC, ATSC x ACC  I/CC; alternative model 2: 
NFS, ACC, NFS x ACC  I/CC; and alternative model 3: SRCC, ACC, SRCC x ACC 
 I/CC).  Thus, results show support for the first part of theorized Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption, that it is the interaction between the sender’s cultural 
capital and their perceptions of the cultural capital of their audience that influences their 
decision to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  As I predicted, 
attitudes toward status consumption, need for status, and self-reported cultural capital did 
not have the same effect, and therefore can be ruled out as alternative explanations for the 
effects predicted and found in the main model.   
Follow-up analyses also confirmed the expected pattern of results.  Luxury 
consumers with higher cultural capital chose to engage in conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption was moderated by their perception of the audience’s cultural capital.  When 
high cultural capital senders were in the high audience cultural capital condition (H1a), 
the choice of an inconspicuous bag was significantly higher than the choice of the 
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conspicuous bag.  Conversely, when high cultural capital senders were in the low 
audience cultural capital condition (H1b), the choice of the conspicuous bag was 
significantly higher than the choice of an inconspicuous bag.  On the other hand, luxury 
consumers with lower cultural capital were motivated to engage in conspicuous 
consumption regardless of the perceived cultural capital of their audience.  Senders with 
low cultural capital were just as likely to choose the conspicuous bag regardless of their 
perception of their audience’s cultural capital (H1c).   
Study 1 also had a limitation in regards to the use of a mixed sampling method.  
Ideally, I would have recruited the full sample for Study 1 from a single source, instead 
of from two sources (mTurk and Facebook).  However to obtain enough participants in 
the higher cultural capital group, I needed to augment the sample.  As mentioned 
previously, while most of the demographic elements were the same between the two 
samples, the mTurk sample did have a higher income and may have had a higher interest 
in the product category (because they were recruited from a special interest group).  
Further, those recruited on mTurk sample were paid while those recruited on Facebook 
were not paid for their participation.  The incompatibility in income and compensation is 
not ideal for this type of research.   Therefore, I will not use a mixed sampling method in 
subsequent studies.   
Upon the completion of Study 1, three important things were accomplished.  First, 
the results from Study 1 demonstrated that the right side of the Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption could be used to predict luxury product consumption.  
Second, these results can be used to broaden the academy’s understanding of the 
circumstances in which certain luxury consumers will choose to engage in inconspicuous 
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versus conspicuous consumption in a single choice setting.  Third, these results help 
luxury brand managers understand the differences in various luxury consumer segments 
that can be used to create better pairings of the right luxury products with the right luxury 
consumer segment.   
Study 2 will examine which factors help luxury consumers recognize the 
difference between conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products by exploring how the 
amount of cultural capital a luxury consumer possesses is affected by the level in which 
the luxury consumer construes the luxury product.  Study 2 acts as an important 
intermediate step in testing the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption and 
builds a foundation for Study 3.  By understanding the relationship between the amount 
of cultural capital a luxury consumer has and the level in which she construes a luxury 
product, marketers should be able to change, or more specifically increase, the amount of 
cultural capital a luxury consumer (signal sender) with a lower amount of cultural capital 
initially has.  In turn, this understanding will increase the likelihood that the luxury 
consumer will choose inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) luxury products in certain 
circumstances (Study 3).   
 
CHAPTER V:  STUDY 2:  
THE ROLE OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL ON CULTURAL CAPITAL 
Chapter V describes the methods and results for the second study in this work.  
The chapter begins with an overview of the purpose of Study 2 and the study design.  
Next, the chapter provides details on the participants and settings used to collect the data, 
and describes the specific measures collected during a series of pre-tests as well as in the 
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main Study 2.  Chapter V concludes with an analysis and discussion of the results from 
Study 2.   
Study 2 Overview 
The purpose of the second study was to identify which factors help luxury 
consumers acquire and maintain cultural capital to understand why certain luxury 
consumers can recognize the difference between conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury 
products while others cannot.  More specifically, Study 2 was designed to test H2 and 
determine 1) if sender’s construal level is an antecedent to the amount of cultural capital 
the luxury consumer retains for luxury products, and 2) examine the direction of the 
relationship between the sender’s construal level and their amount of cultural capital.  
This study employed a quantitative between-subjects design with one independent 
variable (sender’s construal level) and one dependent variable (sender’s cultural capital).  
Just as in Study 1, sender’s cultural capital was measured (MCC; continuous).  The 
sender’s construal level also was measured (continuous).  Construal level was measured 
(versus manipulated) in this study to gain an understanding of the level of construal 
typically used for luxury products.  As hypothesized, I expect that the relationship 
between the sender’s MCC and the construal level in which she uses to process luxury 
products is inverted, such that those who operate in higher (more abstract) construal 
levels have less cultural capital than those who operate in lower (more concrete) 
construal levels.  
As part of the study design and in preparation for data collection for Study 2, I 
conducted a series of pre-tests to determine the operationalization of the final construct in 
the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption, the sender’s construal level for 
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luxury products.  Pre-tests were essential to the overall design of this study because, 
while the 25-item Behavioral Identification Form (BIF) is the established method for 
measuring construal level in the existing literature (Vallacher and Wegner 1989), prior 
research indicated that the BIF is more useful for measuring and classifying consumer 
construal levels in general, not for specific product categories or situations.  This follows 
because prior research also found that construal level was situational (Eyal and Liberman 
2012; Kim and John 2008; Sherman et al. 2013; Vallacher and Wegner 1989) as the same 
consumer can construe one type of product in a higher (more abstract) manner and 
another type of product in a lower (more concrete) manner.  Therefore, using Churchill's 
(1979) paradigm for marketing construct measurement as a general guideline, I 
conducted a series of pre-tests to test a modified BIF scale that would capture varying 
construal levels for the products central to this research, high-end luxury designer 
handbags.   
Study 2 Pre-Tests 
These pre-tests served as an important step in the overall design for Study 2 as the 
final modified BIF scale will be used to operationalize (or measure) consumer construal 
level for luxury products and classify consumer construal levels for luxury products to 
test H2.  The first step in designing the modified BIF scale was to determine the right list 
of fashion and handbag components that could be construed at either higher (more 
abstract) or lower (more concrete) levels.  To devise the list, a series of informal 
interviews were conducted among women with varying degrees of interest in luxury 
designer fashion and handbags (n = 8, 100% female, age range: 25-58, Mage = 38).  
During the interview, participants were asked to look at the luxury designer jeans I was 
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wearing during the interview and then describe all the parts of the jeans (e.g., color, style, 
fabric, length, detailing, etc.).  I chose to get feedback on the pair of jeans I was wearing 
instead of getting feedback on a separate pair (not currently worn by me) because when 
luxury consumers are looking at (or for) product cues on others, they are typically 
looking at the product the other person is wearing at the time.  Then, participants were 
shown a luxury designer handbag and asked to name or label each part of the handbag 
that they noticed (e.g., color, style, material, pockets, zippers, etc.), both on the exterior 
and on the interior.  Both items used in the interview, the jeans and the handbag were 
more inconspicuous in nature so that I can observe which parts of the items the 
participants focus on in the absence of more obvious product details and cues.  The 
responses for the parts of the jeans and the handbag were recorded and coded into 
themes.  Upon review of the 16 themes that emerged for the luxury designer jeans (a 
proxy for fashionable clothing) and the luxury designer handbag, and following the 
format of the original BIF (Vallacher and Wegner 1989), there was a balanced mix of 
clothing/handbag components that could be construed at either a higher (more abstract) or 
lower (more concrete) level (see Table 18).  Additionally, aside from three of the themes 
(interior material, fit, and hem); the remaining 13 themes were applicable to both clothing 
and handbags.  Therefore, all themes were included in the following pre-tests and in 
Study 2. 
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TABLE 18: FASHION & HANDBAG COMPONENT THEMES GENERATED FOR 
STUDY 2 PRE-TESTS           
 
Theme 
Fashion 
Clothing  
Handbag 
Intended 
Construal 
Overall style/shape   Higher 
Overall size   Higher 
Overall fit  -- Higher 
Pattern   Higher 
Color   Higher 
Logo   Higher 
Brand name   Higher 
Exterior material   Higher 
Interior material --  Lower 
Stitching   Lower 
Hardware   Lower 
Zippers   Lower 
Pockets   Lower 
Subtle signature details   Lower 
Hem  -- Lower 
Wash and care instructions   Lower 
Note:  = included in future pre-tests. Higher Construal = construe more abstractly or more of a 
“big picture” item.  Lower Construal = construe more concretely or more of a subtle detail item. 
 
After generating the clothing and handbag component list for the modified BIF 
scale, I tested three main elements of the modified BIF scale with each iteration of the 
three pre-tests to design the strongest modified BIF scale to use in this research (see 
Figure 20 and Table 19).  The first element tested was the statement text for the scale 
measurement (e.g., “noticeable,” “obvious,” or “something people would pay attention 
to”).  The second element tested was the pronoun choice used in the question (e.g., “I 
personally would pay attention to…” or “most people would pay attention to…”).  The 
third element tested was the level of specificity of the product or product category used in 
the scale statements (e.g., “the color of the clothing” (more category general) or “the 
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color of the handbag” (more product specific)).  The results of the three pre-tests are 
described next. 
FIGURE 20: OVERVIEW OF MODIFIED BIF SCALE ELEMENTS                                         
PRE-TESTED FOR STUDY 2 
 
Note: Behavioral Identification Form (BIF).    
 
 
TABLE 19: SUMMARY OF MODIFIED BIF SCALE ELEMENTS                
EXAMINED IN EACH PRE-TEST FOR STUDY 2 
 
 Pre-Test 
 1 2 3 
n 
Modified BIF Scale Elements 
96 86 157 
     Element 1: Statement Text    
        Noticeable   -- 
        Obvious   -- 
        Attention  --  
     Element 2: Pronoun Choice     
        Most people    
        I personally -- --  
     Element 3: Category/Product Specificity     
        Category-General – Fashion Clothing   -- 
        Category-Specific – Designer Handbag    
Original 25-Item BIF Scale   --  -- 
Note:   = included in pre-test. Behavioral Identification Form (BIF). 
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Pre-Test 1: Two Modified BIF Scales: The Fashion BIF and Handbag BIF.  The 
first pre-test for Study 2 was designed to test two versions of a modified BIF scale, 1) a 
more category-general scale, hereafter referred to as the Fashion BIF, and 2) a more 
product-specific scale, hereafter referred to as the Handbag BIF, by examining elements 1 
and 3 (statement text and category/product specificity; see Table 19 again).  Participants 
(n = 96, 100% female, age range: 19-70, Mage = 33), were recruited online via Amazon’s 
mTurk website and compensated $0.55 for their participation. Participants completed a 
two-part pre-test.  In part one of the pre-test, participants provided their primary language 
preference, gender, and age.  Then participants completed the Fashion BIF using a 15-
item measure with a seven-point semantic-differential scale.  Following the original BIF 
scale (Vallacher and Wegner 1989), measures included a mix of higher construal (more 
abstract) statements such as “overall style of the clothing,” “overall size of the clothing,” 
and “pattern on the clothing” and lower construal (more concrete) statements such as 
“stitching on the clothing,” “position or style of the pockets on the clothing,” and “subtle 
detail that is specific to the clothing brand or designer” on three different scales from “1 
= not at all noticeable/obvious/would not pay any attention” to 7 = extremely 
noticeable/obvious/would pay a lot of attention” (see Appendix H for full study 
measures).    
 In part-two of the pre-test, participants completed the Handbag BIF scale using a 
14-item measure on a seven-point semantic-differential scale.  Continuing to follow the 
original BIF scale (Vallacher and Wegner 1989), the Handbag BIF measures also 
included a mix of higher construal (more abstract) statements such as “overall style of the 
handbag,” “overall size of the handbag,” and “pattern on the handbag” and lower 
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construal (more concrete) statements such as “stitching on the handbag,” “position or 
style of the pockets on the handbag,” and “subtle detail that is specific to the handbag 
brand or designer” on the same three scales as the Fashion BIF from “1 = not at all 
noticeable/obvious/would not pay any attention” to 7 = extremely 
noticeable/obvious/would pay a lot of attention” (see Appendix H again).   The pre-test 
concluded with demographic measures and measures about designer handbag shopping 
frequency and spend.   No participants were removed prior to or as part of the analysis 
process. 
 Upon the completion of Pre-Test 1, the data were entered in SPSS for analysis.  
First, the data pertaining to element 1, the statement text using the words “noticeable,” 
“obvious,” and “attention” language was examined.  Results indicated that when 
participants answered both the more category-general questions about fashionable 
designer clothing or product-specific questions about a designer handbag, ratings for 
statements that used the words “noticeable” and “obvious” in the question text resembled 
each other while ratings for the same statements that used “attention” in the question text 
were more dispersed (see Tables 20 and 21).  Therefore, since the statements that 
included “noticeable” and “obvious” yielded similar results, it was clear that both 
statements were not necessary in the continued refinement of the modified BIF scale.  
The statements that used “obvious” in the statement text were removed from subsequent 
studies since it did not yield additional insights in terms of refining the scale for future 
use and had a more negative connotation than statements that included “noticeable.”  In 
the next pre-test, the statement measures that included “noticeable” and “attention” were 
examined again for further scale refinement. 
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TABLE 20: MODIFIED FASHION BIF MEANS_Pre-Test 1 
  
Noticeable Obvious Attention Grand 
Mean Item M SD M SD M SD 
Overall style/shape* 5.95 1.25 5.96 1.17 5.96 1.29 5.96 
Overall size* 5.44 1.57 5.54 1.52 5.47 1.59 5.48 
Pattern* 6.00 1.27 5.98 1.24 5.90 1.37 5.96 
Color* 6.16 1.40 6.04 1.47 6.13 1.20 6.11 
Logo* 5.75 1.18 5.56 1.30 5.55 1.45 5.59 
Brand name* 4.99 1.68 4.76 1.68 5.14 1.72 4.96 
Stitching 4.08 1.75 3.99 1.83 3.98 1.91 4.02 
Hardware 4.71 1.65 4.73 1.70 4.72 1.68 4.72 
Exterior material* 5.20 1.41 5.11 1.54 5.19 1.54 5.17 
Interior material -- -- -- -- -- --     -- 
Overall fit* 5.79 1.33 5.69 1.47 5.69 1.50 5.72 
Zippers 4.30 1.85 4.29 1.92 4.08 1.93 4.22 
Pockets 4.75 1.53 4.87 1.51 4.68 1.59 4.77 
Subtle signature details 4.63 1.81 4.49 1.78 4.61 1.80 4.58 
Hem 3.89 1.82 3.82 1.86 3.80 1.92 3.84 
Wash & care instructions 3.18 2.01 3.17 2.08 3.53 2.02 3.29 
Note: * Intended as a higher construal item.  Fashion Behavioral Identification Form (Fashion BIF). 
TABLE 21: MODIFIED HANDBAG BIF MEANS_Pre-Test 1 
  
Noticeable Obvious Attention Grand 
Mean Item M SD M SD M SD 
Overall style/shape* 5.99 1.39 6.02 1.35 5.87 1.42 5.96 
Overall size* 5.96 1.36 5.97 1.38 5.87 1.48 5.93 
Pattern* 6.04 1.31 6.04 1.38 5.90 1.49 5.99 
Color* 6.18 1.41 6.15 1.34 6.08 1.43 6.14 
Logo* 5.90 1.25 5.91 1.22 5.91 1.24 5.91 
Brand name* 5.68 1.40 5.75 1.32 5.75 1.41 5.73 
Stitching 4.53 1.62 4.30 1.71 4.46 1.76 4.43 
Hardware 5.30 1.36 5.27 1.43 5.19 1.50 5.25 
Exterior material* 5.90 1.33 5.84 1.45 6.00 1.13 5.91 
Interior material 4.19 2.03 4.21 2.08 4.36 2.03 4.25 
Overall fit* -- -- -- -- -- -- --  
Zippers 5.16 1.48 5.00 1.52 4.86 1.67 5.01 
Pockets 5.26 1.70 4.97 1.79 5.05 1.87 5.09 
Subtle signature details 5.07 1.70 4.92 1.73 5.28 1.65 5.09 
Hem -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Wash & care instructions 3.39 2.13 3.31 2.11 3.52 2.11 3.41 
Note: * = Intended as a higher construal item.  Handbag Behavioral Identification Form (Handbag BIF). 
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After investigating the various statements in the measurement scale for element 1 
of the modified BIF scales, the data for element 3, the level of specificity for category-
general (fashion clothing) or product-specific (designer handbag) were analyzed.  The 
Fashion BIF data was analyzed by averaging each of the three 15-item scales together to 
create three separate Fashion BIF indexes for the different measurement scale options, 1) 
“noticeable” (α = .80), 2) “obvious” (α = .79), and “attention” (α = .82).   The same 
method was used to analyze the Handbag BIF data by averaging each of the three 14-item 
scales together to create three separate Handbag BIF indexes for the different 
measurement scales, 1) “noticeable” (α = .84), 2) “obvious” (α = .85), and “attention” (α 
= .89; see Table 22).  On either BIF scale, participants with higher Fashion(Handbag) 
BIF averages construed fashion clothing(designer handbags) in higher (more abstract) 
levels.  Participants with lower Fashion(Handbag) BIF averages construed fashion 
clothing(designer handbags) in lower (more concrete) levels.  Analysis of the modified 
BIF scales indicated that the more product-specific Handbag BIF is a more reliable 
measure of construal level for this research, as the reliability statistics (Cronbach’s alpha) 
were stronger on all three scale measures (“noticeable,” “obvious,” and “attention”) for 
the Handbag BIF than the Fashion BIF. 
TABLE 22: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE FASHION AND HANDBAG 
BIF SCALES FROM PRE-TEST 1 FOR STUDY 2    
 
Scale n 
Grand 
M 
SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
Fashion BIF        
     Noticeable  96 4.99 0.82 .80 1-7 1-7  0.00 
     Obvious 96 4.93 0.81 .79 1-7 1-7  0.24 
     Attention  96 4.96 0.88 .82 1-7 1-7  0.25 
Handbag BIF        
     Noticeable  96 5.32 0.92 .84 1-7 2-7  0.25 
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     Obvious 96 5.26 0.93 .85 1-7 2-7  0.25 
     Attention  96 5.29 0.10 .89 1-7 1-7  0.25 
Note: Fashion Behavioral Identification Form (Fashion BIF) and Handbag Behavioral 
Identification Form (Handbag BIF).    
 
However, the psychometric properties of the modified BIF scales, (see Table 22 
again) pointed to a lack differentiation across the modified BIF scales.  This lack of 
dispersion would hinder each scale’s ability to classify and parse out luxury consumer 
consumers by varying construal levels, which is a key component to Study 2.  One 
possible explanation for the similarity across the six scales is that, because the scales 
have both a mix of higher (more abstract) and lower (more concrete) measures, the 
construal measures were blending together and washing out potential differences in 
construal level.  To test this possible explanation, the modified BIF scales could be 
divided into two sub-scales, a higher (more abstract) sub-scale and a lower (more 
concrete) sub-scale, and then reexamined to see if these sub-scales would be better at 
measuring and differentiating construal levels for luxury products.  Therefore, both 
modified BIF scales were included in the next scale iteration, Pre-test 2, and were 
evaluated in total and by sub-scale. 
Pre-Test 2: Modified Full BIF Scales and Sub-Scales & the Original 25-Item BIF 
Scale.  The purpose of Pre-Test 2 was three-fold.  First, this pre-test aimed to continue to 
narrow down element 1 of the modified BIF scales, the scale measurement options from 
two (“noticeable” and “attention”) to one.  Second, this pre-test reexamined element 3 of 
the modified BIF scales, the level of specificity.  Third, the pre-test compared the original 
25-item BIF scale to a modified BIF scale to identify which scale, the original 25-item 
BIF or a modified BIF scale, would be the most appropriate for the operationalization of 
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sender construal level for Study 2.  Participants (n = 86, 100% female, age range: 18-75, 
Mage = 34), were recruited online via Amazon’s mTurk website and compensated $0.65 
for their participation.  Participants completed a two-part pre-test.  In part one of the pre-
test, participants provided their primary language preference, gender, and age.  Then 
participants completed the same Fashion BIFs and Handbag BIFs from Pre-Test 1, the 
only difference being that the statements using the word “obvious” had been removed 
from both scales (see Appendix I modified construal level measures).     
 In part-two of the pre-test, participants were told they were moving onto a 
separate and unrelated section of the study and then completed the original 25-item BIF 
(Vallacher and Wegner 1989).  The original 25-item BIF included task statements such as 
“making a list,” “cleaning the house,” “paying the rent,” “eating,” “voting,” and 
“traveling by car” measured on scales from lower construal (more concrete) to higher 
construal (more abstract) (see Appendix J for the original 25-item BIF measures).  The 
pre-test concluded with demographic measures and measures about designer handbag 
shopping frequency and spending.   No participants were removed prior to or as part of 
the analysis process. 
 Upon the completion of Pre-Test 2, the data was entered in SPSS for analysis.  
First, the data pertaining to element 1, the statement text using the “noticeable” and 
“attention” language was examined.  Results showed that whether participants were 
answering both the more category-general questions about fashionable clothing (the 
Fashion BIFs) or product-specific questions about a designer handbag (the Handbag 
BIFs), ratings for statements that used the words “noticeable” and “attention” in the 
question text were once again fairly comparable to each other on most measures (see 
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Tables 23 and 24).  However, results did indicate that the “attention” statements were 
more reliable, as the reliability statistics were higher for the scales with “attention” 
statements than the scales that with the “noticeable” statements for both the Fashion BIFs 
and the Handbag BIFs (α = .85 for both “attention” scales and α = .83 for both 
“noticeable” scales; see Table 25).  Since both Pre-Tests 1 and 2 showed that there were 
no additional benefits to using both sets of statements (those with “noticeable” and 
“attention” in the question text), and the reliability statistics were higher for the 
“attention” measures (in this and the prior pre-test), the statements that use “noticeable” 
were removed from further analyses and subsequent studies. 
TABLE 23: MODIFIED FASHION BIF MEANS_Pre-Test 2 
 
Noticeable Attention Grand 
Mean 
Item M SD M SD 
Overall style/shape* 5.97 1.22 5.85 1.55 5.91 
Overall size* 5.45 1.62 5.55 1.55 5.50 
Pattern* 5.97 1.32 5.77 1.52 5.87 
Color* 6.05 1.41 5.99 1.38 6.02 
Logo* 5.55 1.49 5.62 1.31 5.59 
Brand name* 5.03 1.70 5.36 1.51 5.20 
Stitching 4.12 1.66 4.07 1.77 4.10 
Hardware 5.36 1.41 5.20 1.44 5.28 
Exterior material* 5.65 1.32 5.50 1.57 5.58 
Interior material -- -- -- -- -- 
Overall fit* 5.85 1.50 5.83 1.54 5.84 
Zippers 4.76 1.46 4.78 1.69 4.77 
Pockets 4.78 1.52 4.66 1.56 4.72 
Subtle signature details 4.65 1.58 4.67 1.66 4.66 
Hem 3.77 1.82 3.98 1.87 3.88 
Wash & care instructions 3.52 2.06 3.60 1.92 3.56 
Note: * = Intended as a higher construal item.  Fashion Behavioral Identification Form (Fashion BIF). 
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TABLE 24: MODIFIED HANDBAG BIF MEANS_Pre-Test 2 
 
Noticeable Attention Grand 
Mean 
Item M SD M SD 
Overall style/shape* 5.78 1.49 5.83 1.24 5.81 
Overall size* 6.00 1.27 5.95 1.38 5.98 
Pattern* 5.85 1.33 5.84 1.30 5.85 
Color* 6.21 1.18 6.05 1.39 6.13 
Logo* 5.83 1.37 5.62 1.57 5.73 
Brand name* 5.53 1.55 5.57 1.62 5.55 
Stitching 4.66 1.80 4.56 1.90 4.61 
Hardware 5.69 1.37 5.58 1.26 5.64 
Exterior material* 5.81 1.55 5.76 1.64 5.79 
Interior material 4.14 2.02 4.45 1.87 4.30 
Overall fit* -- -- -- -- --  
Zippers 5.13 1.48 5.08 1.42 5.11 
Pockets 4.92 1.65 4.85 1.73 4.89 
Subtle signature details 5.09 1.47 5.08 1.67 5.09 
Hem -- -- -- -- -- 
Wash & care instructions 3.20 1.90 3.43 1.99 3.32 
Note: * = Intended as a higher construal item.  Handbag Behavioral Identification Form (Handbag BIF). 
 
TABLE 25: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE FASHION AND HANDBAG 
BIF SCALES FROM PRE-TEST 2 FOR STUDY 2 
 
Scale n 
Grand 
M 
SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
Fashion BIF        
     Noticeable  86 5.10 0.85 .83 1-7 1-7  -0.23 
     Attention  86 5.10 0.91 .85 1-7 1-7   0.26 
Handbag BIF        
     Noticeable  86 5.27 0.86 .83 1-7 1-7  -0.37 
     Attention  86 5.26 0.94 .85 1-7 1-7   0.26 
Note: Fashion Behavioral Identification Form (Fashion BIF) and Handbag Behavioral 
Identification Form (Handbag BIF).    
 
After investigating the various statements in the measurement scale for element 1 
of the modified BIF scales, the data for element 3, the level of specificity for category-
general (fashion clothing) or product-specific (designer handbag) were analyzed.  First, 
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the data was analyzed by comparing across the individual sets of means for the two 
separate Fashion BIF indexes and the two separate Handbag BIF indexes as well as 
comparing the grand means for the indexes.  Results indicate that the Handbag BIF 
measures evoked stronger reactions than the Fashion BIF measures as there was a greater 
dispersion among the Handbag BIF measures (see Tables 23 and 24 again).  Combining 
these results with the overall purpose of this Study 2, to examine the antecedents to 
consumer construal level from luxury handbags, the Fashion BIF scale was removed 
from further analyses and subsequent studies.   Taken together with the earlier finding 
from this pre-test, that the statements that use “noticeable” also were removed from sub-
subsequent studies, the modified BIF that was carried forward for additional examination 
and further refinement was the Handbag BIF that used statements with the word 
“attention” in it.  Thus, the research continued to reduce elements 1 (statement text) and 3 
(level of specificity) for additional pre-testing (see Table 19 again). 
The next step in determining the strength of the Handbag BIF scale that uses the 
“attention” statements, hereafter referred to Handbag Attention BIF (HBA BIF) was to 
see if the scale could be used to effectively parse out participants and classify them as 
operating in either a higher (more abstract) or lower (more concrete) construal level for 
luxury handbags.  First, the full HBA BIF scale (with both the higher and lower construal 
measures combined) was used to create construal level groups.  Then, the full HBA BIF 
was divided into two sub-scales.  Sub-scale 1 contained only the measures that were 
intended to pertain to the higher (more abstract) construal items (HBA BIF_HCL scale).  
Sub-scale 2 contained only the measures that were intended to pertain to the lower (more 
concrete) construal items (HBA BIF_LCL scale; see Table 26).   
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TABLE 26: INTENDED HBA BIF SUB-SCALES FOR PRE-TEST 2           
HBA BIF Sub-Scales 
HCL   LCL  
Overall style/shape   Stitching  
Overall size   Hardware  
Pattern   Interior material  
Color   Zippers  
Logo   Pockets  
Brand name   Subtle signature details  
Exterior material   Wash and care instructions  
Note: Handbag Attention BIF (HBA BIF); Higher Construal Level scale (HCL); Lower Construal 
Level scale (LCL);  = included in the sub-scale. 
 
An index for the two sub-scales was created by taking an average of the seven 
HBA BIF_HCL items and an average of the seven HBA BIF_LCL items.  Overall, results 
indicated that dividing the full HBA BIF scale into the two HBA BIF_HCL and the HBA 
BIF_LCL sub-scales was a step in the right direction.  Results indicated that there was a 
significant difference between the ratings for the HBA BIF_HCL and the HBA BIF_LCL 
sub-scales (MHBA BIF_HCL = 5.80; MHBA BIF_LCL = 4.72; t(85) = 9.34, p < .01; see Table 27).  
Participants were significantly more likely to pay attention to the higher (more abstract) 
construal level items than the lower (more concrete) construal level items.  Additionally, 
the reliability of the two scales were above the acceptable alpha threshold (α = .85 and α = 
.77 respectively (Peterson 1994) for the HBA BIF_HCL and the HBA BIF_LCL sub-
scales, see Appendix K). 
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TABLE 27: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE INDENDED HBA BIF SUB-
SCALES FROM PRE-TEST 2 FOR STUDY 2 
 
HBA BIF n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
1. HCL 
scale 
86 5.80 1.05 .85 1-7 3-7 -0.80 
2. LCL 
scale  
86 4.72 1.11 .77 1-7 1-7 -0.32 
Note: HBA BIF = Handbag Attention BIF; HCL scale = Higher Construal Level scale (HCL 
scale); LCL scale = Lower Construal Level scale.   
 
Next, using the two HBA BIF sub-scales as method for classifying participants 
into higher (more abstract) or lower (more concrete) construal levels, the full HBA BIF 
was put back together again and submitted to an exploratory factor analysis.  
Surprisingly, after utilizing the varimax rotation to reduce the cross loading of factors, 
results revealed that the full 14-item HBA BIF scale measured four underlying factors, 
not two as originally intended (see Table 28).  While many of the HBA BIF_HCL items 
intended to measure the higher (more abstract) construal level did load into the Evident 
Features factor (the proxy for the higher construal factor; e.g., color, size, and shape), 
there were other items intended to measure higher construal that loaded into other factors.  
For example, exterior material was intended to be a higher construal measure, yet it 
loaded higher with the Product Features factor.  Logo also was intended to be a higher 
construal level measure, but loaded higher with the Designer Details factor instead.  
Another set of unexpected results were that some of the HBA BIF_LCL items intended to 
measure the lower (more concrete) construal level loaded into either the Product Features 
factor (e.g., zippers and pockets) or the Designer Details factor (e.g., hardware).  While 
other HBA BIF_LCL items intended to measure the lower (more concrete) construal 
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level did load in the Subtle Details factor (the proxy for the lower construal factor; e.g., 
interior material, stitching, and to a lesser degree subtle signature details). 
TABLE 28: FULL HBA BIF FACTOR LOADINGS FOR EXPLORATORY FACTOR 
ANALYSIS WITH VARIMAX ROTATION OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL ITEMS  
 
 Factor 
 1 2 3 4 
 Evident 
Features 
Product 
Features 
Designer 
Details 
Subtle 
Details 
Color*  .82    
Overall size*  .76    
Overall shape*  .75  .38  
Pattern* .69    
Zippers  .87   
Pockets   .75   
Exterior material*  .32 .61 .41  
Hardware   .57 .36  
Brand name*    .88  
Logo* .39  .79  
Subtle signature details    .63 .44 
Wash & care instructions     .87 
Interior material   .40  .75 
Stitching   .48  .53 
Note: * = Intended as a higher construal item.  Factor loadings > .40 for each factor are in boldface. 
 
While the factor loadings from the full HBA BIF did not turn out as expected, one 
important nuance was brought to light.  The full HBA BIF scale and the two HCL and 
LCL sub-scales were missing an important element—the sender herself.  In all the 
iterations of the modified BIF scales thus far, the pronoun choice in the question text and 
statements does not include the sender.  They included “most people.”  For example, the 
text mentions “… indicate how most people would describe this …” and the statements 
mention that this is something “people would/would not pay any attention to…”  Perhaps 
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if the question text or the statements were presented in first-person and included the “I” 
pronoun, the factor loadings would be reduced from four (Evident Features, Product 
Features, Designer Details, Subtle Details) to the intended two (just Evident Features and 
Subtle Details).  Then, it follows that the further refined HBA BIF HCL and LCL sub-
scales would be effective for classifying participants into higher (more abstract) or lower 
(more concrete) construal levels for luxury products.  This last element test of pronoun 
choice will be examined in Pre-Test 3.  
As a final check in this part of the analysis for Pre-Test 2, only the HBA 
BIF_LCL scale items were submitted to an exploratory factor analysis using varimax 
rotation to examine if removing the items intended for higher construal measurement 
could further refine the factor loadings and provide additional support for the continued 
investigation of the HBA BIF_LCL scale as a contender for the operationalization of 
consumer construal level in Study 2.  Ideally, to determine if the HBA BIF_LCL scale 
could be used as a measure of construal level (particularly for luxury products), the 
number of factor loadings should be one.  Having a single factor loading would indicate 
that the seven measures that were used to create the HBA BIF_LCL scale would capture 
a single underlying theme, in this case, the Subtle Details factor which was a proxy for 
lower construal level.  Results of the exploratory factor analysis for the HBA BIF_LCL 
scale showed support for this idea.  All but one of the measures, wash and care 
instructions, load onto a single factor.  This finding, coupled with the reliability of the 
scale (α = .77), indicated that the HBA BIF_LCL scale could be an appropriate method 
for operationalizing construal level in subsequent studies.  Before proceeding with the 
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next and final pre-test, the data from the original 25-item BIF, hereafter referred to as the 
BIF 25, also was analyzed and compared to the HBA BIF_LCL scale.  
TABLE 29: HBA BIF_LCL FACTOR LOADINGS FOR EXPLORATORY FACTOR 
ANALYSIS WITH VARIMAX ROTATION OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL ITEMS  
 
 Factor 
Subtle 
Details 
Other 
Stitching .74 .08 
Hardware  .55 -.44 
Interior material  .77 .40 
Zippers .77 -.39 
Pockets  .66 -.34 
Subtle signature details  .66 .16 
Wash and care instructions  .38 .81 
Note: Factor loadings > .40 are in boldface. 
 
The BIF 25 part of the pre-test was administered in the standard format (Kim and 
John 2008; Vallacher and Wegner 1989).  Participants were shown 25 sets of descriptions 
that described a specific task or action.  Within each set of descriptions, there was a 
higher level (more abstract) and a lower level (more concrete) descriptor for the target 
task or action.   As an example, the specific task of “painting a room” was described in 
the lower level detail of “applying brush strokes” and the higher level detail of “making 
the room look fresh.”  Participants were asked to read both descriptions for each task or 
action and then select the one point on the four-point scale that best fits with how they 
would describe this task (see Table 29).  Of the 25 set of descriptions, 12 were shown in 
order from lower to higher construal level and 13 were shown in order from higher to 
lower construal level.  The 13 sets that were shown from higher to lower level were 
reverse coded.  Then, each set was scored by assigning a higher construal level item 
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response a 1 and the lower construal level item a 0.  The BIF 25 total score for each 
respondent was calculated by adding the sum of the 25 BIF items (coded as either 0 or 1).  
Following Cheema and Patrick (2008), participants were then classified into either a 
higher (more abstract) or lower (more concrete) construal level by using a median split of 
the BIF 25 total score.  The potential range for the BIF 25 total score was 0 to 25.  Those 
with BIF 25 total scores below the median were classified into the lower construal level.  
Those with BIF 25 total scores above the median were classified in the higher construal 
level.   
Results of the BIF 25 thus far indicated that there may be a ceiling effect for this 
measure as many of the means for the individual measures (see Table 30) as well as the 
grand mean of all 25 items were above the mid-point (MGrand = 2.83, SD = 0.71; see Table 
31).  This could indicate that some participants who should be classified into the higher-
level construal group could be (mis)classified into lower-level construal group.  
Additionally, in following with the Cheema and Patrick's (2008) classification method of 
the BIF 25 total score, the same pattern of potentially (mis)classifying some of the 
sample into the lower-level construal would persist as the mean of the individual BIF 25 
total scores also was above the mid-point (MBIF25 Total Score = 15.30; SD = 5.77; see Table 
31 again). This (mis)classification was an important to note as the purpose of testing the 
BIF 25 in this pre-test was to identify which construal level measure, either the HBA BIF 
or the BIF 25, would be the strongest measure to classify participants into higher or lower 
construal levels to test H2 in Study 2.  Thus far, the BIF 25 did not appear to be the 
strongest of the two measurement options for this purpose.   
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TABLE 30:  BIF 25 MEANS_PRE-TEST 2 
 M SD 
Locking the Door: Putting a key into the lock/Securing the house 3.41 0.96 
Reading: Following lines of print/Gaining knowledge 3.37 0.96 
Pushing a Doorbell: Moving a finger/Seeing if someone is home 3.28 1.07 
Travelling by Car: Following on a map/Seeing the countryside 3.10 1.06 
Paying the Rent: Maintaining a place to live/Writing a check* 3.02 1.21 
Tooth brushing: Preventing tooth decay/Moving a brush around in 
one's mouth* 
3.00 1.20 
Painting a Room: Applying brush strokes/Making the room look fresh 2.99 1.17 
Filling Out a Personality Test: Answering questions/Revealing what 
you are like 
2.98 1.12 
Eating: Getting nutrition/Chewing and swallowing* 2.83 1.24 
Taking a Test: Answering questions/Showing one's knowledge 2.81 1.28 
Washing Clothes: Removing odors from clothes/Putting clothes in the 
machine* 
2.79 1.23 
Cleaning the House: Showing one's cleanliness/Vacuuming the floor* 2.77 1.18 
Joining the Army: Helping the Nation’s defense/Signing up* 2.76 1.32 
Greeting Someone: Saying hello/Showing friendliness 2.76 1.32 
Growing a Garden: Planting seeds/Getting fresh vegetables  2.74 1.15 
Voting: Influencing the election/Marking the ballot* 2.73 1.29 
Having a Cavity Filled: Protecting your teeth/Going to the dentist* 2.73 1.28 
Measuring a Room for Carpeting: Getting ready to remodel/Using a 
measuring tape* 
2.71 1.24 
Climbing a Tree: Getting a good view/Holding onto the branches*  2.69 1.2 
Making a list: Getting organized/Writing stuff down* 2.67 1.31 
Resisting Temptation: Saying "no"/Showing moral courage 2.65 1.27 
Talking to a Child: Teaching a child something/Using simple words* 2.62 1.18 
Chopping Down a Tree: Wielding an axe/Getting firewood 2.59 1.23 
Picking an Apple: Getting something to eat/Pulling an apple off a 
branch* 
2.49 1.26 
Caring for Houseplants: Watering the plants/Making the room look 
nice 
2.38 1.24 
Note: * = Reversed coded; Original 25-item Behavior Identification Form (BIF 25) 
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TABLE 31: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE BIF 25 SCALE FROM PRE-
TEST 2 FOR STUDY 2 
 
 n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
BIF 25 
Grand Mean 
86 2.83 0.71 .92 1-4 2-4 0.41 
        
BIF 25   
Total Score  
86 15.30 5.77 .86 0-25 1-24 -0.26 
Note: BIF 25 = Original 25-item Behavior Identification Form 
 
To further examine the potential effectiveness of the classification strength of BIF 
25 versus the HBA BIF, each respondent was classified into the lower (more concrete) or 
higher (more abstract) construal level group using each of the four potential scales (the 
full HBA BIF, the two HBA BIF sub-scales: HBA BIF _LCL and HBA BIF_HCL, or the 
BIF 25).  However, it was important to not only examine how many participants were 
classified into each group, but also examine if the scale accurately classified the 
participants based on how they construe information (and particularly luxury product 
information).  Those who construe information at a lower level should be classified into 
the lower-level construal group.  Those who construe at a higher level should be 
classified into the higher-level construal group.  Results of the construal level 
classifications for the four construal level scales, the BIF 25, the full HBA BIF, or the 
two HBA BIF sub-scales: HBA BIF _LCL and HBA BIF_HCL, showed that there was 
little variation in the number of participants classified in each construal level group (see 
Table 32).  However, as previously stated, the classification frequencies were not as 
important as the ability for the scales to classify participants into the appropriate 
construal level accurately.  When comparing the classifications across two of the scales, 
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the BIF 25 and the full HBA BIF (used instead of the two sub-scales for simplicity of 
comparisons), nearly 60% of the respondent classifications matched, meaning they were 
classified in the same construal level regardless of which scale was used.  Of those who 
were mismatched, about half were classified as low on one scale and high on the other 
scale and about half were classified as high on one scale and low on the other scale (see 
Table 33).   
TABLE 32: CELL SIZES OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL CLASSIFICATIONS USING 
THE FOUR BIF SCALES  
 
         Construal Level Classification 
Total 
 Low High 
BIF Scale n    % n % n %  
BIF 25 43 50.00 43 57.47 86 100.00 
HBA BIF 
     HBA_LCL 
40 
42 
46.50 
48.80 
46 
44 
42.53 
51.20 
86 
86 
100.00 
100.00 
     HBA HCL 42 48.80 44 51.20 86 100.00 
Note: Original 25-item Behavioral Identification Form (BIF 25), Handbag Attention BIF (HBA BIF), 
Handbag Attention BIF Lower Construal Scale Only (HBA BIF_LCL); Handbag Attention BIF Higher 
Construal Scale Only (HBA BIF_HCL). 
 
 
TABLE 33: COMPARATIVE RESULTS FOR CONSTRUAL LEVEL 
CLASSIFICATIONS USING THE FOUR BIF SCALES   
 
BIF 
25 
HBA 
BIF 
Total 
n 
Total 
% 
(Mis)Match 
BIF 25 vs. 
Full HBA 
Lower Lower 25 29% Match 
Lower Higher 18 21% Mismatch 
Higher Lower 17 20% Mismatch 
Higher Higher 26 30% Match 
Total  86 100%  
Note: Original 25-item Behavioral Identification Form (BIF 25) and Handbag Attention BIF (HBA BIF). 
 
Additionally, to attempt to better understand the classification strength of the BIF 
25 scale, I ran an independent samples t-test using the BIF 25 as a continuous variable 
and the construal level as the factoring variable to compare the construal level for luxury 
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products to the more generic BIF 25 score.  As expected, the results of this analysis did 
not reach significance (MBIF 25Low Construal Group = 2.97, SD = .69; MBIF 25High Construal Level Group 
= 2.70, SD = .70; t(84) =  -1.78, p = NS).  Therefore, it remained unclear at this point 
which BIF scale was better for classifying participants into the two construal level 
groups.   
As a final step in this part of the Pre-test 2 analysis, the BIF 25 scale was 
submitted to an exploratory factor analysis.  After utilizing the varimax rotation to reduce 
the cross loading of factors, results revealed that the BIF 25 scale measured six 
underlying factors, not two (higher or lower construal) as anticipated (see Table 34).   
This indicated that there may be some unexpected issues with using the BIF 25 scale for 
this research.  Prior literature stated that the construal level can be situational, such that 
the same person may construe some information at a higher (more abstract) and other 
information at a lower (more concrete) level.  The BIF data presented throughout this 
section and the insight that the HBA BIF_LCL scale worked just as well as the BIF 25 
scale for classifying participants into construal level groups support the notion that the 
BIF 25 scale was not as appropriate for capturing construal level.  The HBA BIF_LCL 
scale was a better measure for identifying the level in which luxury consumers construe 
luxury product details and information.  Therefore, the BIF 25 scale was not used in Pre-
Test 3 or in subsequent studies.  In the final pre-test, Pre-Test 3, HBA BIF_LCL scale 
was further refined to include a more personalized pronoun choice (element 2, see Table 
19 again). 
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TABLE 34: BIF 25 FACTOR LOADINGS FOR EXPLORATORY FACTOR 
ANALYSIS WITH VARIMAX ROTATION OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL ITEMS  
 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Talking to a Child: Teaching a child something/Using 
simple words* 
.67      
Pushing a Doorbell: Moving a finger/Seeing if someone 
is home 
.66    .35 .39 
Washing Clothes: Removing odors from clothes/Putting 
clothes in the machine* 
.66   .31   
Measuring a Room for Carpeting: Getting ready to 
remodel/Using a measuring tape* 
.60   .37   
Climbing a Tree: Getting a good view/Holding onto the 
branches*  
.59  .35    
Tooth brushing: Preventing tooth decay/Moving a brush 
around in one's mouth* 
.58    .44  
Picking an Apple: Getting something to eat/Pulling an 
apple off a branch* 
.56  .36    
Making a list: Getting organized/Writing stuff down* .49  .33    
Greeting Someone: Saying hello/Showing friendliness  .82     
Resisting Temptation: Saying "no"/Showing moral 
courage 
 .80     
Caring for Houseplants: Watering the plants/Making the 
room look nice 
 .64    .38 
Growing a Garden: Planting seeds/Getting fresh 
vegetables  
 .55  .39   
Taking a Test: Answering questions/Showing one's 
knowledge 
 .47 .42 .39  .33 
Having a Cavity Filled: Protecting your teeth/Going to 
the dentist* 
  .78    
Cleaning the House: Showing one's 
cleanliness/Vacuuming the floor* 
  .71    
Chopping Down a Tree: Wielding an axe/Getting 
firewood 
  .62    
Joining the Army: Helping the Nation’s defense/Signing 
Up* 
  .45 .34 .42  
Voting: Influencing the election/Marking the ballot*   .39 .66   
Paying the Rent: Maintaining a place to live/ Writing a 
check* 
.42   .64   
Filling Out a Personality Test: Answering 
questions/Revealing what you are like 
 .32  .61   
Eating: Getting nutrition/Chewing and swallowing*    .61   
Reading: Following lines of print/Gaining knowledge     .76  
Locking the Door: Putting a key into the lock/Securing 
the house 
    .72  
Painting a Room: Applying brush strokes/Making the 
room look fresh 
 .43   .60  
Travelling by Car: Following on a map/Seeing the 
countryside 
     .70 
Note: * = Intended as a higher construal item.  Factor loadings > .40 are in boldface. 
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Pre-Test 3: Final Iteration of the HBA BIF Scale and H2 Pilot Test.  The final 
pre-test for Study 2 had two purposes.  First, this pre-test was designed to address the 
insight from Pre-Test 2 that the HBA BIF statements lacked a personal element.  
Therefore, this pre-test sought to determine which pronoun choice in the question setup 
and in the statements, either “most people” or “I personally” (see element 2 in Figure 20), 
would be the best method for presenting and analyzing the scale items in the final HBA 
BIF scale.  Second, Pre-test 3 used the results from the first part of this pre-test to classify 
participants into either higher (more abstract) or lower (more concrete) construal levels to 
conduct a pilot study for testing H2.  
Participants (n = 157, 100% female, age range: 18-77, Mage = 34), were recruited 
online via Amazon’s mTurk website and compensated $0.50 for their participation.  
Participants completed a three-part pre-test.  In part one of the pre-test, participants 
provided their primary language preference, gender, and age.  Then participants 
completed the next iteration of the full 14-item HBA BIF scale with both “most people” 
and “I personally” in the question setup and in the statements (see Figure 21 and 
Appendix L).  In the second part of the pre-test, participants completed the same 
measured cultural capital task from Study 1, where participants were shown a series of 
well-known luxury designer handbags/purses (some conspicuous and some 
inconspicuous) and were asked to identify the brand name/designer of each bag shown 
(see Figure 16 again).  The pre-test concluded with demographic measures and measures 
about designer handbag shopping frequency and spend.  No participants were removed 
prior to or as part of the analysis process.    
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FIGURE 21: SAMPLE OF NEXT ITERATION OF THE HBA BIF SCALE 
 
 Upon the completion of Pre-Test 3, the data were entered in SPSS for analysis.  
First, the data pertaining to element 2, the pronoun choice in the question setup and 
statement text using the pronouns “most people” or “I personally” was examined.  Color-
coded results (where darker shades = lower ratings and lighter shades = higher ratings) 
indicated that the items that used the “I personally” as the pronoun choice evoked 
stronger opinions from the participants, and in turn, had more variation in the data (see 
Table 35).  The variation uncovered here was important in determining which pronoun 
choice would be better suited for the question setup and question text of the final HBA 
BIF scale.  Therefore, the “I personally” is used in subsequent analyses and studies. 
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TABLE 35: HBA BIF MEANS_PRE-TEST 3 
 
  Most  
People 
I    
Personally 
Item M SD M SD 
Overall style/shape* 5.75 1.45 6.20 1.24 
Overall size* 5.92 1.41 6.31 1.21 
Pattern* 5.76 1.36 6.03 1.34 
Color* 6.27 1.15 6.43 1.02 
Logo* 5.78 1.25 5.31 1.80 
Brand name* 5.85 1.33 5.20 1.97 
Stitching 4.39 1.81 4.59 2.01 
Hardware 5.15 1.62 5.62 1.54 
Exterior material* 5.90 1.27 6.17 1.17 
Interior material 4.42 1.84 4.81 1.85 
Zippers 4.90 1.76 5.35 1.78 
Pockets 4.96 1.66 5.34 1.78 
Subtle signature details 4.80 1.76 4.76 1.97 
Wash & care instructions 3.77 1.93 4.13 2.22 
Note: * = Intended as a higher construal item.  Darker shades indicate lower ratings and more variation in 
that column. Handbag Attention BIF (HBA BIF). 
 
After investigating the means for the two pronoun choices in question set up and 
question text for element 2 of the HBA BIF scale, the scale reliabilities for the full HBA 
BIF scale were analyzed.  The full 14-item scale items were averaged together to create 
two HBA BIF indexes for the two different pronoun options, one for “most people” (α = 
.88) and one for “I personally” (α = .86).   The same method was used to create and 
analyze the indexes for the seven-item HBA BIF_LCL sub-scale for “most people” (α = 
.83) and “I personally” (α = .83; see Table 36).  Similar to the other pre-tests, participants 
with HBA BIF averages construed designer handbags in higher (more abstract) levels.  
Participants with lower HBA BIF averages construed designer handbags in lower (more 
concrete) levels.  Conversely, those with higher HBA BIF_LCL scores were more likely 
to construe designer handbags in lower (more concrete) levels.  This follows because they 
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scored higher on the lower (more concrete) construal items than those who scored lower 
on the lower (more concrete) construal items.  Analysis of the full HBA BIF and HBA 
BIF_LCL sub-scales indicated that, while the reliability statistics (Cronbach’s alphas) 
were higher for both the full HBA BIF scales (“most people” or “I personally”) than both 
the HBA BIF_LCL sub-scales (“most people” or “I personally”), the actual ranges on the 
full HBA scales were not as wide, and thus not as dispersed, as the HBA BIF_LCL sub-
scales (see Table 36 again).  Therefore, the LCL portion of the HBA BIF scale was used 
in subsequent analyses and studies (see Appendix M).  Taken together with the prior pre-
tests and the results of Pre-test 3 thus far, results indicated that the strongest and thus 
final iteration of the modified BIF scale that should be used for further analyses and in 
future studies was the HBA BIF_LCL sub-scale that uses “I personally” as the pronoun 
choice in the question text. 
TABLE 36: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF HBA BIF SCALES AND 
MEASURED CULTURAL CAPITAL FROM PRE-TEST 3 FOR STUDY 2    
 
 n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
Full HBA BIF        
     Most People  157 5.26 0.97 .88 1-7 2-7  -0.33 
     I Personally 157 5.45 0.99 .86 1-7 3-7  -0.40 
HBA BIF_LCL        
     Most People  157 4.63 1.23 .83 1-7 1-7  -0.26 
     I Personally 157 4.94 1.34 .83 1-7 1-7  -0.48 
MCC 157 2.49 2.10  0-8 0-8   0.74 
Note: Handbag Attention BIF (HBA BIF); Handbag Attention BIF Lower Construal Scale Only (HBA 
BIF_LCL); Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
The second purpose of Pre-test 3 to conduct a pilot study to test H2.  To conduct 
the pilot study, first the final iteration of the HBA BIF_LCL scale using the “I 
personally” pronoun choice was used to classify participants into either higher (more 
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abstract) or lower (more concrete) construal level groups.  Then, respondent MCC 
(measured cultural capital) scores between the higher and the lower construal level 
groups were compared.  If H2 holds, then those classified in the higher (more abstract) 
construal level group should have lower cultural capital than those in the lower (more 
concrete) construal level group.   
Before analyzing the cultural capital data by the two construal level groups, a 
manipulation check was performed to confirm that the HBA BIF_LCL scale using the “I 
personally” pronoun choice was a good fit for 1) capturing consumer construal level and 
2) using it to classify participants.  Similar to the prior pre-test, results from the 
manipulation check indicated the intended pattern of results, such that items intended to 
measure the lower construal level were rated lower than items intended to measure the 
higher construal level (MLCLitems = 4.94; SD = 1.34, MHCLitems = 5.94; SD = 0.93; t(156) = 
10.65, p = < .01).  Participants were significantly more likely to pay attention to the 
higher (more abstract) construal level items than the lower (more concrete) construal 
level items. 
Next, I used the HBA BIF_LCL scale using the “I personally” pronoun choice to 
classify participants into two construal level groups: higher (more abstract) or lower 
(more concrete).  Following Cheema and Patrick’s (2008) classification methodology of 
median split, participants with HBA BIF_LCL scores below the median of 5, indicating 
that they were less likely to pay attention to the lower construal level items, were 
classified into the higher construal level group.  Participants with HBA BIF_LCL scores 
above the median, indicating that they were more likely to pay attention to the lower 
construal level items, were classified into the lower construal level group (see Table 37). 
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TABLE 37: HBA BIF_LCL SCALE RATINGS BY CONSTRUAL LEVEL 
CLASSIFICATION 
 
Construal Level n M SD 
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
Lower (more concrete)  80 3.86 0.92    1-5    1-5  -0.89 
Higher (more abstract) 77 6.06 0.56 5.1-7 5.1-7   0.20 
Note: Handbag Attention BIF Lower Construal Scale (HBA BIF_LCL). 
 
Then, the cultural capital for each respondent (a.k.a. sender measured cultural 
capital or MCC) data was calculated using the same method from Study 1.  The number 
of luxury handbag/purse designer/brand names each participant correctly identified in the 
measured cultural capital task was counted.  The more luxury handbag/purse 
designer/brand names the participant correctly identified, the more cultural capital she 
had.  The fewer luxury handbag/purse designer/brand names she correctly identified, the 
less cultural capital she had.  On average, participants correctly identified between two 
and three of the eight luxury handbags presented during the task (MMCC = 2.49, SD = 
2.10; see Table 36 for psychometric properties and Figure 22 for the full distribution of 
MCC data).   
FIGURE 22: FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPANTS  
BY MEASURED CULTURAL CAPITAL (MCC)  
 
Note: n = 157. 
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If H2 holds and there was an inverse relationship between the level at which 
consumers construe luxury products and the amount of cultural capital those consumers 
had for luxury products, then the higher (more abstract) construal level group should have 
less cultural capital (e.g., correctly identify fewer luxury designer handbags) than the 
lower (more concrete) construal level group.  Initially this analysis did not support H2, as 
results did not reach significance (MMCC_Lower Construal Group = 2.30, SD = 2.07, MMCC_Higher 
Construal Group = 2.69, SD = 2.12; f(156) = 1.35, p = NS).  Interestingly however, when 
performing some follow-up analyses, part of the predicted pattern of results did emerge.   
After reviewing the HBA BIF_LCL by MCC data and not finding initial support 
for H2, it became clear that looking at the total MMC score in this analysis did not reveal 
the full pattern of results.  However, when conducting a follow-up analysis that examined 
the HBA BIF_LCL by MCC data using MCC sub-groups, the results did show initial 
support for H2.  To conduct this follow-up analysis, participants were reclassified into 
four potential cells (construal level: higher or lower x MCC total: lower or higher).  
Participants were classified into a construal level group using the same classification 
methodology from the prior analysis. Participants were classified into an MCC group 
based on the amount of cultural capital they had (a.k.a. the number of designer handbags 
they could correctly identify during the MCC task).   Participants were classified into the 
lower MCC group if they correctly identified none or one of the luxury designer 
handbags, indicating they had a lower amount of cultural capital.  Participants were 
classified into the higher MCC group if they identified two or more luxury designer 
handbags (see Table 38 for cell sizes).  This respondent breakout was deemed appropriate 
since the mean for the MCC data was 2.45 and the median was 2.0.  Results of this 
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follow-up analysis indicated that among those in the lower (more abstract) construal 
level, there was a significant, and inverse, relationship between the level at which 
consumers construe luxury products and the amount of cultural capital those consumers 
had for luxury products.  Participants in the lower (more concrete) construal level group 
were more likely to have a higher amount of cultural capital (66%, see Figure 23) than a 
lower amount of cultural capital (34%, Z = -4.03, p < .01).  While the results for the 
higher (more abstract) construal level did not reach significance, the direction of results 
also were in line with H2.  Participants in the higher (more abstract) construal level group 
were just as likely to have a lower amount of cultural capital (45%) as a higher amount of 
cultural capital (55%, Z = -1.26, p = NS).  Taken together, these results indicated that 
there was a relationship between construal level and cultural capital.  This relationship 
will be examined again as the focal analysis in Study 2.   
TABLE 38: CELL SIZES OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL CLASSIFICATIONS BY 
MEASURED  CULTURAL CAPITAL 
 
         Construal Level Classification 
Total 
 Lower Higher 
MCC f    % f % f %  
     Lower 36 58.06 26 41.94 62 100.00 
     Higher 44 46.32 51 53.69 95 100.00 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
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FIGURE 23: H2 PILOT TEST RESULTS 
 
 
Pre-Test Summary & Implications.  Taken together, the three pre-tests conducted 
in advance of Study 2 served three main purposes.  First, the pre-tests examined three 
elements of a modifed BIF scale, the scale measurement (element 1, see Figure 20 again), 
the pronoun choice (element 2), and the level of category/product specificty (element 3).  
Second, the modifed BIF scale was compared to the orginal BIF scale to determine which 
scale would be the most effective operationalization of construal level.  Third, the final 
modified BIF scale was used to conduct a pilot study to test H2.  In Pre-test 1, a list of 
higher and lower level consrtual items for a pair of luxury designer jeans (a proxy for 
fashion) and for a luxury designer handbag was generated and used to modify the orginal 
BIF 25 to be more in line with subject matter and purpose of this research.  Pre-test 1 also 
examined two elements of the modifed BIF scales, the scale measurement using the 
words “attention,” “noticable,” or “obvious” (element 1) and the level of 
category/product specificity, either the Fashion or Handbag BIF scale (element 3).  The 
174 
 
resuts of Pre-test 1 indicated that “obvious” was an uncessary scale item.  Therefore it 
was removed from subsuquent studies.   
In Pre-test 2, element 1 of the both the Fashion and Handbag BIF scales were 
examined again, using the words “attention” and “noticable.”  Further analysis of both of 
these sets of “attention” and “noticable” statements (in both the Fashion and the Handbag 
BIF scales) showed that the statements that used the word “attention” had stronger 
reliability stastics.  Therefore, the statements using the word “noticeable” were removed 
from the final interation of the modifed BIF scale.  When comparing the findings from 
element 3 (level of category/product specificity), results from Pre-test 2 indicated that the 
Handbag BIF measures evoked stronger reactions than the Fashion BIF measures as there 
was a greater dispersion among the Handbag BIF measures.  Considering these results 
with the overall purpose of this Study 2, to examine the antecedents to consumer 
construal level from luxury handbags, the Fashion BIF scale was removed from further 
analyses and subsequent studies.  The Handbag BIF using the word “attention” in the 
statement test (a.k.a. the HBA BIF) was the modified BIF scale used in subsequent 
studies.  Additionally, during this part of the pre-test, the data also supported the notion 
of splitting the HBA BIF scale, into the higher and lower construal items and then 
focusing the analysis on the lower construal level items, the HBA BIF_LCL scale.  The 
results of using the HBA BIF_LCL scale were the strongest and most discriminating 
method for measuring construal level.  Thus, the HBA BIF_LCL scale was the modified 
BIF scale used as a comparison to the orginal BIF scale in this pre-test and as the final 
modified BIF scale used in Pre-test 3.  Results from the comparision between the HBA 
BIF scale and the orginal BIF 25 scale indicated that the BIF 25 was not as appropriate 
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for capturing the level in which luxury consumers construe luxury product details and 
information as the HBA BIF scale.  This finding was in line with prior literature that 
stated that the construal level can be situational for certain products or situations.  
Therefore, the BIF 25 scale was not used in the final Pre-test or in the main Study 2. 
Finally in Pre-test 3, element 2 (pronoun choice) of the HBA BIF was examined. 
Results indicated that the items that used “I personally” as the pronoun choice evoked 
stronger opinions from the participants, and in turn, had more variation in the data, than 
the items that used “most people” as the pronoun choice.  Upon completion of the pre-
testing thus far, the final iteration of the HBA BIF_LCL scale using the pronoun choice 
“I personally” was selected as the scale for measuring and classifing respondent constural 
level in second part of Pre-test 3 and in Study 2.  In the second (and last) part of Pre-test 
3, a pilot study for H2 was conducted.  Results of pilot study showed intial support for 
H2, that among those in the lower (more concrete) construal level, there was a 
significant, and inverse, relationship between the level at which consumers construe 
luxury products and the amount of cultural capital those consumers had for luxury 
products.  While the results for the higher (more abstract) construal level did not reach 
significance, the direction of results also were in line with H2.  The relationship between 
construal level and cultural capital will be examined again as the focal analysis in Study 
2, which is described next.   
Participants & Setting 
Participants who had an interest in luxury products were recruited from Amazon’s 
mTurk website (n = 187, 100% female, age range: 19-72, Mage = 33, SD = 10.77) and 
compensated $0.65 for their participation.  To qualify for the study, participants needed 
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to be female, at least 18 years of age, and indicate that English was their primary 
language (see Table 39 for a full demographic profile of participants).   
TABLE 39: DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF PARTICIPANTS FROM STUDY 2 
 n % M SD 
Primary Language     
       English 187 100.00   
     
   Gender     
       Female 187 100.00   
     
Ethnicity      
       African-American 25  13.40   
       Asian/Pacific Islander 19 10.02   
       Caucasian 139 74.30   
       Hispanic 8  4.30   
       Other 0  0.00   
       Prefer not to answer 1   .50   
     
Relationship Status     
Single  42 22.50   
In a relationship 50 26.70   
Married 78 41.70   
Separated 3 1.60   
Divorced 11 5.80   
Widowed  3 1.60   
     
Employment Status     
Employed part-time 39 20.90   
Employed full-time 111 59.40   
Unemployed/seeking employment 31 16.60   
Retired  6 3.20   
     
Age         33.43        10.77 
     
Income   $56,130.37 $47,269.40 
 
Measures & Procedure 
To begin this survey, participants provided their primary language preference, 
age, and gender, and answered the same ATSC (attitudes toward status consumption) and 
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SRCC (self-reported cultural capital) measures from Study 1.  Then, participants 
completed the same MCC measure from Study 1.  Participants were shown a series of 
well-known luxury designer handbags/purses (some conspicuous and some 
inconspicuous) and were asked to identify the brand name/designer of each bag shown 
(see Figure 16 again).  Results from this measure will be used similarly to how they were 
used in Pre-Test 3, to count the number luxury designer handbags correctly identified 
during the MCC task.  Next, participants completed the HBA BIF_LCL scale, which will 
be used measure the level in which participants construe luxury designer product 
information and classify the participants into either higher (more abstract) or lower (more 
concrete) construal levels.  Finally, Study 2 included measures for participant attitudes 
toward and shopping frequency of designer handbags and demographic questions (see 
Appendix N for the full Study 2 instrument). 
Results 
 Attitudes Toward Status Consumption (ATSC). Similar to Study 1, an ATSC index 
was calculated by taking the mean of the six ATSC items measured on a seven-point 
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree; α = .78).  Those with lower 
ATSC indexes reported having lower attitudes toward status consumption than those with 
higher ATSC indexes.  Results indicated that participants recruited for Study 2 also were 
a good fit for this research as the mean was higher than the mid-point for a seven-point 
scale (Midpoint = 3.5, MATSC = 4.89, SD = 1.12; t(186) = 16.93, p < .01). 
 Self-Reported Cultural Capital (SRCC).  As with Study 1, a SRCC index was 
calculated by taking the mean of the nine self-reported cultural capital measures (α = 
.91).  Those with lower SRCC indexes reported having less cultural capital than those 
178 
 
with higher SRCC indexes.  Results revealed that participants believe they have a high 
amount of cultural capital.  (MSRCC = 4.88, SD = 1.17).   
Measured Cultural Capital (MCC).  To calculate measured cultural capital, the 
same method from Study 1 was used again in Study 2.  The number of luxury 
handbag/purse designer/brand names each participant correctly identified in the measured 
cultural capital task was counted.  The more luxury handbag/purse designer/brand names 
the participant correctly identified, the more cultural capital she had.  The fewer luxury 
handbag/purse designer/brand names she correctly identified, the less cultural capital she 
had.  On average, participants correctly identified between two and three of the eight 
luxury handbags (MMCC = 2.59, SD = 2.08; see Table 40 for a summary of psychometric 
properties of the primary measures).   
Ratings for the Lower Construal Level Items on the Handbag Attention BIF Scale 
(HBA BIF_LCL).  An index of the HBA BIF_LCL scale also was created by taking the 
mean of the seven items that made up the lower construal item scale.  Similar to Pre-test 
3, those with lower HBA BIF_LCL indexes were less like to pay attention to the lower 
construal level items.  Those with higher HBA BIF_LCL indexes were more likely to pay 
attention to the lower construal level items (MHBA BIF_LCL= 5.39, SD = 1.26).  Similar to 
Pre-test 3, a median split of the HBA BIF_LCL index was used to classify participants 
into the construal level groups.  Those with HBA BIF_LCL indexes below the median of 
5.57 were classified into the higher construal level group, since they were less likely to 
pay attention to the lower construal level items.  Those with HBA BIF_LCL indexes 
above the median were classified into the lower construal level group because they were 
more likely to pay attention to the lower construal level items (see Table 41). 
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 TABLE 40: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF MAIN VARIABLES FROM 
STUDY 2    
 
Variable n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
ATSC 187 4.89 1.12 .78 1-7 2-7 -0.30 
SRCC 187 4.88 1.17 .91 1-7 1-7 -0.55 
MCC 187 2.59 2.08  0-8 0-8  4.82 
HBA BIF_LCL 187 5.39 1.26 .88 1-7 1-7 -0.84 
Note: Attitudes Toward Status Consumption (ATSC); Self-Reported Cultural Capital 
(SRCC); Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Handbag Attention BIF Lower Construal 
Scale Only (HBA BIF_LCL). 
 
 
TABLE 41: CONSTRUAL LEVEL CLASSIFICATIONS FOR STUDY 2  
 
Construal Group n    % 
Lower  98 52.41 
Higher 89 47.59 
Total 187 100.00 
Note: Lower Construal Group = above the median on the HBA BIF_LCL index; Higher 
Construal = below the median on the HBA BIF_LCL index; Handbag Attention BIF Lower 
Construal Scale Only (HBA BIF_LCL).  
 
Effects of Construal Level on Measured Cultural Capital.  To test H2 and 
examine the effects that the sender’s construal level had on their cultural capital (MCC); 
the data were analyzed using simple linear regression.  Simple regression was deemed the 
appropriate statistical technique to analyze the data from Study 2 and test H2 because 
there was only one independent variable in this analysis, the construal level (continuous).  
The dependent variable in the analysis was the sender’s MCC (continuous; see Table 42).   
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TABLE 42: REGRESSION MODEL CONSTRUCTION TO TEST H2 
  Primary Construct 
  
Construal Level Sender Cultural Capital 
Measurement 
Handbag Attention BIF_Lower 
Construal Level Items (HBA 
BIF_LCL Index) 
Measured Cultural Capital 
(MCC) 
Type of Data Gathered Metric (Continuous)  Metric (Continuous) 
Source  
Modified BIF scale developed 
by following (Vallacher and 
Wegner 1989) and pre-tested 
in advance of Study 2   
Modified from Berger and 
Ward (2010) 
Type of Scores 
Produced and Prepared 
for Analysis  
7-item inventory index  8-item inventory index  
Role in the Model IV DV 
Note: Handbag Attention BIF Lower Construal Scale Only (HBA BIF_LCL); Measured Cultural Capital 
(MCC); Independent Variable (IV); and Dependent Variable (DV). 
 
 
A simple (bi-variate) regression was conducted to predict the amount of sender 
cultural captial (MCC) based on construal level.  As predicted, the results support H2.  
Construal level was a significant predictor of (or an antecedent to) cultural capital 
(MCC).  Upon submitting the data from Study 2 to the simple regression model, it 
follows that this model could be used to predict respondent cultural capital based on 
whether they operated in either the higher (more abstract) or lower (more concrete) 
construal level.  The overall regression model was significant (f(1, 185) = 4.85, p = .03), 
with an R2 of .03.  Participants’ predicted cultural capital was 1.17 + (0.26 x the HBA 
BIF_LCL index) when construal level is measured on a scale from 1 to 7.  Participant 
cultural capital increased by almost a third of one more correctly identified luxury 
designer handbag (β = 0.26) as the construal level scale (HBA BIF_LCL index) increased 
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by one point (see Table 43).  While the R2 is low, likely due to the simple bi-variate 
nature of the model, the overall model is significant.  Therefore, managerially, even small 
shifts in construal level, can have a positive effect on cultural capital.  This relationship 
will be further investigated in Study 3.   
TABLE 43: EFFECT OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL ON CULTURAL CAPITAL 
Independent 
Variable 
B SEB β t p 
 
η2 
Construal Level 0.26 0.12 0.16 2.20 .03 .05 
 
 
Follow up analyses were conducted to confirm the predicted pattern of results for 
H2, that there is an inverse and significant relationship between construal level and 
cultural capital.  First, an independent samples t-test was performed to confirm that those 
in the higher (more abstract) construal level group had less cultural capital than those in 
the lower (more concrete) construal level group.  Results of the t-test replicated the 
effects found in the prior pre-test and further supported H2, such that the cultural capital 
of those in the higher (more abstract) construal level group (MMCC Higher Construal Group = 
2.10, SD = 1.91) was significantly lower than of those in the lower (more concrete) 
construal level group (MMCC Lower Construal Group = 3.03, SD = 2.13, t = - 3.13, p < .01). 
Next, using the same classifications from the prior pre-test, a 2x2 chi-square 
analysis also was performed to better understand this relationship (construal level: higher 
or lower x cultural capital: lower or higher; see Table 44 for cell sizes).  As expected, the 
overall model was significant (χ2(0, n = 187) = 6.00, p = .01) and showed support for the 
inverse relationship between construal level and cultural capital.  Those in the higher 
(more abstract) construal level group were significantly more likely to fall into the lower 
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cultural capital group (62%) than the higher cultural capital group (38%, Z = 3.12, p < 
.01).  Conversely, the results among the lower construal level were marginally significant 
and in the hypothesized direction.  56% of those in the lower (more concrete) construal 
level group fell into the higher cultural capital group compared to 44% who fell into the 
lower cultural capital group (Z = -1.71, p = .09). 
TABLE 44: CELL SIZES OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL CLASSIFICATIONS BY 
MEASURED  CULTURAL CAPITAL FOR FOLLOW UP ANALYSES FROM 
STUDY 2 
 
         MCC 
Total 
 Lower Higher 
Construal Level n    % n % n %  
     Lower 43 43.88 55 56.12 98 100.00 
     Higher 55 61.80 34 38.20 89 100.00 
 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
FIGURE 24: CULTURAL CAPITAL BY CONSTRUAL LEVEL  
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Spotlight Analysis.  In addition to the median split analyses, I conducted a 
spotlight analysis (Aiken and West 1991) at one standard deviation above and below the 
HBA BIF_LCL mean.  Results of the spotlight analysis provided further support for H2.  
There were differences in cultural capital among the different construal level groups 
(MLow LCL Group = 2.25; SD = 2.22; MAverage Group = 2.37; SD = 2.02; MHigh LCL Group = 3.30; 
SD = 2.09; f(2) = 3.30; p = .04).  Follow-up analyses show that the difference in cultural 
capital among the three construal level groups was driven by the increased cultural 
capital among those in the high LCL group (meaning they scored the highest on the HBA 
BIF_LCL scale and they were the most likely to construe luxury designer handbags at a 
low (more concrete) level; see Table 45).   
TABLE 45: TUKEY HSD COMPARISON FOR MCC AMONG LCL GROUPS 
(I) (J) 
Mean Diff 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
          95% CI LCL 
Group 
LCL 
Group 
-1.00 0              -.12  .62 [.98 -1.58] 
+1.00             -1.05 .68 [.27 -2.65] 
0 -1.00                .12 .62 [.98 -1.34] 
+1.00        -.93* .37 [.03 -1.80] 
+1.00 -1.00            1.05 .68 [.27 -.55] 
0               .93* .37 [.03 .05] 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Lower Construal Level (LCL); Low LCL Group (-1.00);                               
Average LCL Group (0.00); High LCL Group (+1.00);  
*p < .05. 
 
Other Comparative Effects of Construal Level.  In addition to investigating the 
effects of construal level on cultural capital, construal level effects on the other primary 
and secondary measures from Study 2 were examined, including attitudes toward status 
consumption (ATSC), self-reported cultural capital (SRCC), the number of luxury 
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designer handbags owned, amount of money willing to spend on a luxury designer 
handbag, and the frequency of shopping for a luxury designer handbag (Tables 46 and 
47). Results indicated that participants in the lower (more concrete) construal level group 
had higher attitudes toward status consumption (MATSC Lower Construal Group = 5.18, SD = 
1.01) and higher self-reported cultural capital (MSRCC Lower Construal Group = 5.40, SD = 0.98) 
than those in the higher (more abstract) construal level group (MATSC Higher Construal Group = 
4.56, SD = 1.15, t(186) = -3.92, p < .01; MSRCC Higher Construal Group = 4.02, SD = 1.10, t(186) 
= -7.07, p < .01).  Results also indicated that those in the lower (more concrete) construal 
level group owned more luxury designer handbags (MNumber of Bags Owned Lower Construal Group = 
5.06, SD = 7.50) and were willing to spend more money on luxury designer handbags 
(MSpending Amount Lower Construal Group = $625.95, SD = $927.30) than those in the higher (more 
abstract) construal level group (MNumber of Bags Owned Higher Construal Group = 4.01, SD = 4.58, 
t(186) = -1.99, p = .05; MSpending Amount Higher Construal Group = $365.58, SD = $406.66, t(186) = 
-2.45, p = .02).   Lastly, those in in the lower (more concrete) construal level group 
shopped for luxury designer handbags more frequently than those in the higher (more 
abstract) construal level group (χ2(5, n = 187) = 13.85, p = .02; see Table 47). 
TABLE 46: COMPARATIVE EFFECTS OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL ON OTHER 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MEASURES FROM STUDY 2 
 
Construal Level M SD t P 
ATSC Index 
     Lower  
     Higher  
 
5.18 
4.56 
 
1.01 
1.15 
-3.92 .00 
     
SRCC Index   -7.07 .00 
     Lower  
     Higher 
5.40 
4.02 
0.98 
1.10 
  
     
Number of Bags Owned   -1.99 .05 
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     Lower 5.06 7.50   
     Higher 4.01 4.58   
     
Spending Amount   -2.45 .02 
     Lower $625.95 $927.30   
     Higher $365.58 $406.66   
Note: Attitudes toward status consumption (ATSC) and Self-reported cultural capital (SRCC). 
 
 
TABLE 47: DIFFERENCES OF SHOPPING FREQUENCY BY CONSTRUAL LEVEL 
 
 Construal Level   
       Lower    Higher   
Shopping Frequency n % n % χ2 p 
     13.85 .02 
      Never 1     1.02% 10    11.24%   
      Less than one time per year 28   28.57% 35    29.33%   
      One time per year 29   29.59% 21    23.60%   
       A few times a year 34   34.69% 20    22.47%   
      Once a month  3     3.06% 1     1.12%   
      More than once a month  3     3.06% 2     2.25%   
Total 98 100.00% 89 100.00%   
 
Additionally, I reran the regression model using construal level as a predictor of 
measured cultural capital, and ATSC, SRCC, number of bags owned, spending amount, 
and shopping frequency as co-variates.  The results revealed that, as expected, the 
relationship between construal level and MCC does not remain significant (β = .21, p = 
NS) as number of bags owned (β = .06, p = .01) and spending amount (β = .00, p < .01) 
were significant factors in the additional model.  This reasoning follows because those in 
the lower (more concrete) construal level owned more designer bags and were more 
willing to spend more on a designer bag (see Table 45 again).  Also as expected, the 
ATSC index (β = .02, p = NS), the SRCC index (β =-.11, p = NS), and shopping 
frequency (β =-.00, p = NS) were not significant factors in the model. 
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Discussion 
The purpose of Study 2 was to test the left side of the Triple C Model of 
Inconspicuous Consumption (see Figure 11 again) and examine why some luxury 
consumer have more (or less) cultural captial others than others.  It was important to 
understand why luxury consumers have varying degrees of cultural capital because, as 
discussed in Study 1, cultural capital (of both the sender and the audience, the 
person/people the sender is trying to impress) influnced whether she was more likely to 
choose a conspicious or inconpsicious luxury product.   
The results from Study 2 showed that there is a correlational relationship between 
construal level and cultural captial.  This finding help explained why different luxury 
consumers who are both involved in the product category and enjoy luxury products have 
different levels of cultural captial.  Further, and as expected, results confirmed that the 
relationship between construal level and cultural capital was inverted, such that those 
who construed luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level had less cultural captial 
than those who construed luxury products in a lower (more concrete) level.  Thus, luxury 
consumers who construe luxury products in a lower (more concrete) level should be 
considered an attractive segment for luxury designer brands to nuture and protect their 
luxury status.    
However, to further examine the relationship between construal level and cultual 
captial and determine that this relationship is one way, such that cultural capital is an 
antecedent to cultural capital, another study needs to be conducted to show support for 
this causation.  And in that study, constural level should be manipulated.  Therefore 
Study 3 will examine if the entire Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption holds 
187 
 
by determining 1) whether construal level can be changed (manipulated) and 2) if so, 
whether changing (manipulating) the level in which a luxury consumer construes a luxury 
product can lead to a different luxury consumption (either conspicuous or inconspicuous).  
If the whole Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption holds, marketers would be 
able to use this new understanding between the amount of cultural capital a luxury 
consumer has and the level in which she construes a luxury product to change (increase) 
her cultural capital, and in turn, increase the likelihood she would choose to use an 
inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) luxury product.  The methods used to conduct Study 
3 and the results of this study are described next.    
  
CHAPTER VI: STUDY 3:  
DOWNSTREAM EFFECTS OF CONSTRUAL LEVEL CHANGES ON 
(IN)CONSPICUOUS PRODUCT CONSUMPTION  
 
The purpose of Study 3 was to test H3a-c and determine if the predicted effects of 
the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption were observed (see Table 6 again).  
To test H3a-c and the model as a whole, Study 3 was designed to accomplish three things.  
First, if effective, the construal level manipulations will influence the level in which some 
luxury consumers (those in the experimental condition) construe luxury products from a 
higher (more abstract) to a lower (more concrete) level.  Second, the study will measure 
the cultural capital among those in either the higher (more abstract) or lower (more 
concrete) post-construal level.  Third, Study 3 will examine the downstream effects of the 
model by capturing luxury consumer choice to engage in either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous consumption.  By building on the existing construal level literature, results 
from Study 3 will provide support that it is possible to change a luxury consumer’s 
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construal level, and in turn, influence luxury consumer use of conspicuous and 
inconspicuous luxury products.   
Study 3 Overview 
Study 3 was conducted among those who initially construed luxury designer 
products in either a higher (more abstract) or lower (more concrete) level and was 
comprised of a quantitative between-subjects experimental design with the following 
independent variables, the sender’s construal level (pre- and post-manipulation), the 
sender’s cultural capital, and the audience’s cultural capital, and one dependent variable 
(product use: either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption).  As in Study 1, the 
sender’s cultural capital was measured (MCC; continuous).  The sender’s construal level 
pre-manipulation and post-manipulation were measured (continuous), and the audience’s 
cultural capital (ACC: either higher or lower) was manipulated.   
In this study, participants, will be randomly assigned to view one of two construal 
level manipulations, fake fashion blog posts intended to either change the construal level 
of luxury products from higher (more abstract) to lower (more concrete) or not change 
construal level.  If the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption holds, then those 
who change the level in which they construe luxury products from higher to lower, will 
have more cultural capital than those who remain in the higher construal level.  In turn, 
those who changed the level in which they construe luxury products from higher to lower 
will be more likely to choose to use an inconspicuous product (over a conspicuous) 
product, only if they perceive their audience to also have higher cultural capital (H3b).  
Participants who changed the level in which they construe luxury products from higher to 
lower but perceive their audience’s cultural capital as lower will be more likely to choose 
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to use a conspicuous (over inconspicuous) product (H3a).  The choice of conspicuous 
over inconspicuous consumption follows because even though the sender’s cultural 
capital will be higher and they will be able to recognize more subtle product cues in 
inconspicuous luxury products, they realize that their audience will not be able to 
recognize more subtle product cues.  Those participants whose construal level remains 
higher (more abstract), because they did not undergo a construal level change 
manipulation, will have lower cultural capital.  In turn, regardless of their perception of 
their audience’s cultural capital, they will be more likely to choose to use a conspicuous 
(over inconspicuous) product (H3c).   
Prior to conducting the main Study 3, I conducted two pre-tests and a 
Supplemental Study.  The two pre-tests were designed to test and refine the fake blog 
posts used to manipulate construal level.  The Supplemental Study was designed to 
address some potential limitations from Study 1 related to the measurement of the 
unaided awareness of designer handbag brands used in the MCC measure and rule out 
alternative explanations associated with ELM.  The design and results of two pre-tests 
and the Supplemental Study are described next. 
Study 3 Pre-Tests & Supplemental Study 
Pre-test 1: Construal Level Manipulation Test.  The purpose of this pre-test was 
to examine the effectiveness of the construal level manipulations to use in main Study 3.  
The manipulations were designed to look like fashion blog posts to aid in 
generalizability.  The Covert version, which was designed to bring initially higher (more 
abstract) construal level participants into a lower (more concrete) construal level, talked 
about the lack of logos in luxury designer products and showed examples of how some of 
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the same luxury handbag designers have both conspicuously branded and inconspicuous 
or unbranded versions of their bags.  The Control version, which was designed to keep 
initially higher (more abstract) construal level participants in the higher (more abstract) 
construal level, talked about the hottest fall colors and showed examples of how to wear 
certain colors of clothing and handbags together (see Appendix O for blog posts).  For the 
manipulations to be effective, participants who viewed the Covert version of the 
manipulation should change the level in which they construed luxury products from 
higher (more abstract) to lower (more concrete).  Conversely, for those who viewed the 
Control version, construal levels should remain the same.   
Participants (n = 86, 100% female, age range: 19-66, Mage = 34), were recruited 
online via Amazon’s mTurk website and compensated $0.75 for their participation.  
Participants completed a three-part pre-test (see Appendix P for all the pre-test 
measures).  In part one of the pre-test, participants provided their primary language 
preference, gender, and age.  Then participants completed the seven-item HBA BIF_LCL 
scale.  The results of the seven-item HBA BIF_LCL scale were used to measure 
respondent pre-construal level and classify participants into either a higher (more 
abstract) or a lower (more concrete) construal level.  Since the purpose of Study 3 is to 
investigate how changing the construal level from higher to lower influences the 
downstream effects for either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption, only those 
who were classified into the higher (more abstract) construal level continued with the rest 
of the pre-test.  In the second part of the pre-test, higher construal level participants were 
randomly assigned to view one of two construal level manipulation blog posts (Covert—
induce LCL or Control—remain in HCL).  Then, all participants completed the seven-
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item HBA BIF_LCL scale again, which served as the post-construal level measurement.  
In the third part of the pre-test, participants completed the same measured cultural capital 
task from Study 1, where participants were shown a series of well-known luxury designer 
handbags/purses (some conspicuous and some inconspicuous) and were asked to identify 
the brand name/designer of each bag shown (see Figure 16 again).  The pre-test 
concluded with demographic measures and measures about designer handbag shopping 
frequency and spend.  No participants were removed prior to or as part of the analysis 
process.    
Upon the completion of Pre-Test 1, the data were entered in SPSS for analysis.  
First, to confirm that the participants in the pre-test initially construed luxury products in 
a higher (more abstract) construal level, the results of the first measurement of HBA 
BIF_LCL scale, (hereto after referred to as the pre-construal measurement) were 
reviewed.  Participants who initially operated in the higher construal level should have 
scored a total of less than or equal to 38 across the seven HBA BIF_LCL measures, 
meaning that they scored lower on the lower construal level scale.  The cutoff value of 38 
is consistent with HBA BIF_LCL scores from higher construal participants from Study 2.  
Review of the pre-construal results confirm that participants from the pre-test did meet 
the cutoff to be classified into the higher (more abstract) construal level (see Table 48).  
Additionally, while the pre-construal reliability statistic (Cronbach’s alpha) was lower 
than the prior studies, this is still a useable scale for two reasons.  First, literature on 
psychometric theory indicates lower alphas (α’s of .50) are acceptable for preliminary 
research (Peterson 1994).  Second, the purpose of the HBA_LCL BIF scale is to measure 
lower (more concrete) construal.  Yet, participants in this study were terminated if they 
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did initially score higher on the HBA_LCL BIF scale because they already operated in 
the lower construal level.  Thus, the HBA_LCL BIF scale did not work well on the 
initially higher construal participants, as intended.  Once participants in the experimental 
condition were exposed to the Covert version of the blog post and were thus were 
manipulated into a lower construal level, then the post-construal level scale was within a 
higher, and acceptable range. 
TABLE 48: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF PRE-POST CONSTRUAL LEVEL 
MEASURES AND MEASURED CULTURAL CAPITAL FROM PRE-TEST 1 FOR 
STUDY 3    
 
 n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
Pre-Construal    .47    
     Total 86 30.51 5.53  7-49 10-38 -0.84 
     Index 86 4.36 0.79  1-7 1-6 -0.84 
Post-Construal    .71    
     Total 86 30.39 6.93  7-49 7-44 -0.77 
     Index 86 4.34 0.99  1-7 1-6 -0.77 
MCC 86 3.20 2.40  0-8 0-8 0.48 
Note: Total = sum of all seven measures.  Index = average of all seven measures.  Measured Cultural 
Capital (MCC). 
 
Next, to corroborate the successful manipulation of construal level, a series of 
independent samples t-test was performed.  Results revealed that the manipulations 
worked as intended.  Participants who viewed the Covert version (n = 47) were more 
likely to rate the topics in the blog post as being about topics specifically stated in the 
Covert version (e.g., samples of branded and unbranded bags and product cues).  
Participants who viewed the Control version (n = 39) were more likely to rate the topics 
in the blog post as being about topics specifically stated in the Control version (e.g., fall 
colors and color pairings).  Additionally, results of the manipulation check also indicated 
that there were no significant differences between the two blog posts in terms of being 
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entertaining, easy to read, informative or interesting (see Table 49 for full manipulation 
check results) or word count (687 and 695 words, respectively for the Control and Covert 
versions).   
TABLE 49: CONSTRUAL LEVEL BLOG POST MANIPULATION CHECK 
RESULTS FROM PRE-TEST 1 FOR STUDY 3    
  
                                                    Condition n M SD t p 
Blog post was about …     
 
 
hot new fall handbags 
Control 39 4.10 1.52  1.00 .32 
Covert 47 3.77 1.56  
 
transitioning wardrobe  
from summer to fall 
Control 39 4.92 1.35  4.98 .00 
Covert 47 3.28 1.63  
 
the lack of logos on some 
fall handbags 
Control 39 3.08 1.49 -6.77 .00 
Covert 47 5.17 1.37  
 
the obvious use of logos 
on some fall handbags 
Control 39 3.28 1.73 -4.29 .00 
Covert 47 4.85 1.65  
 
how to select a fall 
handbag 
Control 39 4.08 1.56  .34 .74 
Covert 47 3.96 1.68  
 
what to wear with a fall 
handbag 
Control 39 4.62 1.52 4.10 .00 
Covert 47 3.21 1.63  
 
the new fall colors 
Control 39 5.87 1.08 8.55 .00 
Covert 47 3.34 1.56  
 
how to pair fall colors 
with summer colors 
Control 39 5.00 1.21 6.16 .00 
Covert 47 3.02 1.67  
 
Blog post was … 
    
 
 
Enjoyable 
Control 39 4.77 1.63  -.31 .76 
Covert 47 4.87 1.42  
 
Easy to read 
Control 39 4.92 1.35 -1.31 .20 
Covert 47 5.32 1.45  
 
Interesting 
Control 39 4.82 1.50  -.64 .53 
Covert 47 5.02 1.42  
 
Informative 
Control 39 5.13 1.32  -.35 .73 
Covert 47 5.23 1.45  
 
Entertaining 
Control 39 4.77 1.53 .01 .99 
Covert 47 4.77 1.45   
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 Once the checks for the construal level manipulations were complete, the data 
were analyzed by comparing the construal level pre- and post-manipulation for both the 
Covert (induce LCL) and the Control (remain in HCL) conditions.  For the manipulation 
to be effective, the pre-post construal level change (from higher (more abstract) to lower 
(more concrete)) should only take place among those who viewed the Covert version of 
the blog post.  There should not be a pre-post construal level change among those who 
viewed the Control version of the blog post.  Results revealed that there was no 
significant difference in pre-post construal levels when examining the total sample (Mpre-
construal = 4.36, SD = .79; Mpost-construal = 4.34, SD = .99, t(85) = .28, p = NS).   
When examining the pre-post construal levels by blog post condition, results 
revealed that as expected, there were no significant differences in the pre-post construal 
levels when examining those in the Control condition (Mpre-construal Control= 4.43, SD = .74; 
Mpost-construal  Control = 4.31, SD = 1.04, t(38) = 1.17, p = NS).  However, results also 
revealed that there no significant differences in the pre-post construal levels when 
examining those in the Covert condition (Mpre-construal Covert= 4.30, SD = .83; Mpost-construal 
Covert = 4.36, SD = .95, t(46) = -.74, p = NS; see Table 50).  The construal level 
manipulations from this pre-test were not effective at changing construal level.  After 
review of the data for this portion of the pre-test and the Covert version of the blog post, 
it became clear that there was not a strong enough motivation for participants to pay 
attention to the information in the blog post.  In the Covert version, the motivation to 
learn more about the difference between branded (more conspicuous) and unbranded 
(inconspicuous) items focused on the confidence to be able to pick the right bag to meet 
their style goals.  Therefore, a revised set of blog post manipulations with a stronger 
195 
 
motivator for the Covert version of the blog post (e.g., what subtle details to look for to 
spot a counterfeit bag) will be tested in Pre-test 2.  Since the results of the Control version 
of the blog post were as expected, a similar version of the Control blog post will be used 
again in Pre-Test 2.  
TABLE 50: PRE-POST MANIPULATION CONSTRUAL LEVEL INDEX* RESULTS 
 
        Condition                                            N M SD t p 
Control   39   1.17 .25 
Pre-Construal 
 
4.43   .74   
Post-Construal 
  
4.31 1.04   
Covert 
      Pre-Construal 
 
47 
  
-.74 .47   
4.30 .83  
 
Post Construal   4.36 .95   
Index = average of all seven measures. Control = remain in HCL condition.  Covert = LCL                              
inducing condition.  Lower Construal Level (LCL) and Higher Construal Level (HCL). 
  
Before moving onto the next pre-test, the cultural capital data from Pre-test 1 
were analyzed to determine if there was a significant difference in respondent cultural 
capital among those who viewed the Covert and the Control manipulation.  According to 
the theory put forth in the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption, those who 
viewed the Covert (induce LCL) version of the blog post should have more cultural 
capital than those who viewed the Control (remain in HCL) version of the blog post.  
This expected result follows because only the Covert blog post educates the participants 
on both the more obvious and more subtle product cues displayed on both conspicuous 
and inconspicuous luxury designer handbags.  As predicted, results revealed that there 
was a significant difference in the amount of cultural capital between the two conditions.  
Those who viewed the Covert (induce LCL) version of the blog post had a significantly 
higher amount of cultural capital (MCovert = 3.74, SD = 2.45) than those who viewed the 
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Control (remain in HCL) version of the blog post (MControl = 2.54, SD = 2.17, t(84) = -
2.39, p = .02).   
The results from Pre-test 1 present an interesting challenge for Pre-test 2.  The 
first version of the Covert blog post did not give participants enough of a reason to 
change construal level as intended, but it did build respondent cultural capital.  The next 
iteration of the Covert version of the blog post must motivate participants to look beyond 
the more abstract, higher-level details and focus on the more concrete and subtle details 
to change their construal level (from higher to lower).  In turn, changing the construal 
level by getting participants to focus more on the subtle details should educate them on 
how to recognize inconspicuous product cues they may have missed if they still 
construed the products at a higher construal level, and build up their cultural capital.  The 
details of the second pre-test as described next. 
Pre-test 2: Revised Construal Level Manipulation Test.  The purpose this second 
pre-test was to test the effectiveness of the revised construal level manipulations to use in 
the main Study 3.  Similar to Pre-test 1, the manipulations were designed to look like 
fashion blog posts.  The Covert (induce LCL) version talked about the lack of logos in 
luxury designer products and showed examples of how some of the same luxury handbag 
designers have both conspicuously branded and inconspicuous or unbranded versions of 
their bags.  Additionally, to enhance the motivation for participants to pay more attention 
to the lower-level (less conspicuous) details that are not as noticeable on some high-end 
luxury designer handbags, the revised version of the Covert blog post also talks about 
which subtle details to look for to spot a counterfeit bag.  The Control (remain in HCL) 
version of the blog post was similar to the one used in Pre-test 1.  It talked about the 
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hottest fall colors and showed examples of how to wear certain colors together.  The only 
difference between the Control version in Pre-test 1 and the one in the subsequent pre-test 
was that I added more descriptive language in certain areas to match the increased word 
count of the revised Covert version being tested in this pre-test (see Appendix Q for 
revised versions of the manipulations). 
 Similar to the purpose of Pre-test 1 for this study, for the manipulations to be 
effective, initially higher (more abstract) construal level participants who viewed the 
Covert (induce LCL) version of the manipulation, should change the level in which they 
construed luxury products from higher (more abstract) to lower (more concrete).  
Conversely, for those who viewed the Control version, their construal level should 
remain the same.  Participants (n = 105, 100% female, age range: 20-75, Mage = 37), were 
recruited online via Amazon’s mTurk website and compensated $0.25 for their 
participation.  Participants completed the same three-part pre-test from Pre-test 1.  In part 
one of the pre-test, participants provided their primary language preference, gender, and 
age.  Then participants completed the seven-item HBA BIF_LCL scale.  The results of 
the seven-item HBA BIF_LCL scale were used to measure respondent pre-construal level 
and classify participants into either a higher (more abstract) or a lower (more concrete) 
construal level.  Similar to Pre-test 1, only those who were classified into the higher 
(more abstract) construal level continued with the rest of the pre-test.  In the second part 
of the pre-test, higher construal level participants were randomly assigned to view one of 
two revised construal level manipulation blog posts (Covert—induce LCL or Control—
remain in HCL).  Then, participants completed the seven-item HBA BIF_LCL scale 
again, which served as the post-construal level measurement.  In the third part of the pre-
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test, participants completed the same measured cultural capital task from prior studies, 
where participants were shown a series of well-known luxury designer handbags/purses 
(some conspicuous and some inconspicuous) and were asked to identify the brand 
name/designer of each bag shown (see Figure 16 again).  The pre-test concluded with 
demographic measures and measures about designer handbag shopping frequency and 
spend (see Appendix P again for all the pre-test measures).  No participants were 
removed prior to or as part of the analysis process.    
Upon the completion of Pre-Test 2, the data were entered in SPSS for analysis.  
First, to confirm that the participants in the pre-test initially construed luxury products in 
a higher (more abstract) construal level, the pre-construal measurement was reviewed.  
Participants who initially operated in the higher construal level should have scored a total 
of less than or equal to 38 across the seven HBA BIF_LCL measures.  The cutoff value 
of 38 is consistent with HBA BIF_LCL scores from higher construal participants from 
Study 2.  Review of the pre-construal results confirm that participants from the Pre-test 2 
did meet the cutoff to be classified into the higher construal level (see Table 51). 
TABLE 51: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF PRE-POST CONSTRUAL LEVEL 
MEASURES AND MEASURED CULTURAL CAPITAL FROM PRE-TEST 2 FOR 
STUDY 3    
 
 n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
Pre-Construal    .42    
     Total 105 30.25 5.52  7-49 10-38 -0.92 
     Index 105 4.32 0.79  1-7 1-6 -0.92 
Post-Construal    .63    
     Total 105 31.23 6.13  7-49 14-49 -0.35 
     Index 105 4.46 0.88  1-7 2-7 -0.35 
MCC 105 2.78 2.45  0-8 0-8 0.55 
Note: Total = sum of all seven measures.  Index = average of all seven measures.  Measured Cultural 
Capital (MCC). 
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 Next, to confirm that the revised manipulations successful, a series of independent 
samples t-test was performed.  Results revealed that the revised manipulations worked as 
intended.  Participants who viewed the Covert version (n = 52) were more likely to rate 
the topics in the blog post as being about topics specifically stated in the Covert version 
(e.g., samples branded and unbranded bags and product cues and how to spot a 
counterfeit bag.  Participants who viewed the Control version (n = 53) were more likely 
to rate the topics in the blog post as being about topics specifically stated in the Control 
version (e.g., fall colors and color pairings).  Additionally, results of the manipulation 
check also indicated that there were no significant differences between the two blog posts 
in terms of being entertaining, easy to read, informative or interesting (see Table 52 for 
full manipulation check results) or word count (719 and 721 words, respectively for the 
Control and Covert versions).   
TABLE 52: CONSTRUAL LEVEL BLOG POST MANIPULATION CHECK 
RESULTS FROM PRE-TEST 2 FOR STUDY 3    
  
                                                    Condition N M SD t p 
Blog post was about …     
 
 
the lack of logos on some 
fall handbags  
Control 53 2.72 1.82 -7.13 .00 
Covert 52 5.04 1.49  
 
the obvious use of logos 
on some fall handbags  
Control 53 2.77 1.92  -4.69 .00 
Covert 52 4.48 1.81   
how to select a fall 
handbag  
Control 53 3.85 1.99 -1.10 .27 
Covert 52 4.25 1.71  
 
how to spot a counterfeit 
bag  
Control 53 2.38 1.66 -5.60 .00 
Covert 52 4.13 1.56  
 
the new fall colors  
Control 53 6.17 1.16 8.72 .00 
Covert 52 3.42 1.97  
 
how to pair fall colors 
with summer colors  
Control 53 4.98 1.59 5.45 .00 
Covert 52 3.19 1.77  
 
transitioning wardrobe  
from summer to fall  
Control 53 5.42 1.26 5.93 .00 
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 Covert 52 3.48 2.00   
Blog post was … 
    
 
 
Enjoyable 
Control 53 4.94 1.54 -1.21 .23 
Covert 52 5.25 1.01   
Easy to read 
Control 53 5.21 1.42 -.02 .99 
Covert 52 5.21 1.38   
Interesting 
Control 53 5.15 1.43 -1.07 .29 
Covert 52 5.42 1.16   
Informative 
Control 53 5.38 1.33 -.66 .51 
Covert 52 5.54 1.16   
Entertaining 
Control 53 4.70 1.58 -1.12 .26 
Covert 52 5.00 1.14   
 
 
 Upon the completion of the checks for the revised construal level manipulations, 
the data were analyzed by comparing the construal level pre- and post-manipulation for 
both the Covert and the Control conditions.  For the manipulation to be effective, the pre-
post construal level change (from higher (more abstract) to lower (more concrete)) should 
only take place among those who viewed the Covert (induce LCL) version of the blog 
post.  There should not be a pre-post construal level change among those who viewed the 
Control (remain in HCL) version of the blog post.  Results revealed that there was a 
significant difference in pre-post construal levels when examining the total sample (Mpre-
construal = 4.32, SD = .79; Mpost-construal = 4.46, SD = .88, t(104) = -2.68, p = 0.01).  As 
intended, the difference in construal levels were driven by the significant change in 
construal level among those who viewed the Covert condition (Mpre-construal Covert = 4.17, 
SD = .89; Mpost-construal Covert = 4.40, SD = .89, t(51) = -3.02, p < 0.01).  The construal level 
did not change among those who viewed the Control version (Mpre-construal Control = 4.47, 
SD = .64; Mpost-construal  Control = 4.52, SD = .82, t(52) = -.73, p = NS; see Table 53).  
Additionally, the difference in the pre-construal levels among those who viewed the 
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Covert (induce LCL) condition and those who viewed the Control (remain in HCL) 
condition was not significant (Mpre-construal Covert = 4.17, SD = .89; Mpre-construal Control = 4.47, 
SD = .64, t(103) = -1.97, p = NS).  These findings indicated that the revised construal 
level manipulations from this pre-test were effective.  The Covert (induce LCL) version 
was effective at changing construal level (from higher to lower).  The Control (remain in 
HCL) version did not have an effect on construal level.   
TABLE 53: PRE-POST MANIPULATION CONSTRUAL LEVEL INDEX* RESULTS 
FROM PRE-TEST 2 
 
        Condition                                            N M SD t p 
Control  53   -.73 .47 
Pre-Construal 
 
4.47  .64   
Post-Construal 
  
4.52 .86   
Covert 
      Pre-Construal 
 
52 
  
-3.02 .00   
4.17 .89  
 
Post Construal   4.40 .99   
Index = average of all seven measures. Covert = induce LCL condition.  Control = remain in HCL                   
condition.  Lower Construal Level (LCL) and Higher Construal Level (HCL). 
 
 Before determining that the revised construal level manipulations were the 
appropriate manipulations for the main study 3, the cultural capital data from Pre-test 2 
also were analyzed to examine if there was a significant difference in respondent cultural 
capital among participants who viewed the Covert and the Control manipulation.  Those 
who viewed the Covert (induce LCL) version of the blog post should have more cultural 
capital than those who viewed the Control (remain in HCL) version of the blog post.  This 
expected result follows because only the Covert blog post educates the participants on the 
subtle product cues displayed on both conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury designer 
handbags.  However, when looking at the results in total, there was not a significant 
difference in the amount of cultural capital between the two conditions.  Those who 
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viewed the Covert version of the blog post had the same amount of cultural capital (MCovert 
= 3.12, SD = 2.59) as those who viewed the Control version of the blog post (MControl = 
2.45, SD = 2.28, t(103) = -1.94, p = NS).  While the means for MCC were below the mid-
point for both groups, both were consistent with the range of MCC means observed 
throughout the studies in this research.  Further, observing low MCC means for the total 
sample is not surprising.  As theorized and shown in this work, it is the luxury consumers 
who are “in the know” who had the higher cultural capital.  The lack of cultural capital 
among those luxury consumers not “in the know” pulled down the total mean for MCC.  
Follow-up analyses were performed to examine the percentage of participants who 
correctly identified each bag within the two construal level manipulation conditions.  
Results showed that those who viewed the Covert (induce LCL) version of the blog post 
were significantly more likely to correctly identify two of the eight luxury designer 
handbags from the measured cultural capital task than those who viewed the Control 
(remain in HCL) version of the blog post.  Those in the Covert group were more likely to 
correctly identify the Hermés (67% vs. 33% respectively; Z = 2.45, p = .01) and the Gucci 
Racing Stripe bags (69% vs. 31% respectively; Z = 2.12, p = .03).  Interestingly, these two 
handbags were the less conspicuous (most inconspicuous) bags of the eight bags from the 
cultural capital task.  Thus, educating participants who viewed the Covert (induce LCL) 
version of the construal level blog post manipulation about subtle cues on these 
inconspicuous bags did build their cultural capital.  There were also sizable gaps in the 
difference among those in the Covert and the Control group for the Tory Burch Small 
Logo and Louis Vuitton Check handbags, but the results did not reach significance (see 
Table 54).  It is not surprising that there were no significant differences in when 
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comparing the construal level manipulations for the other four handbags (the Gucci Logo, 
the Tory Burch Small Logo, the Burberry Side Plaid, and the Dooney and Bourke Duck 
Emblem) as those were the more conspicuous bags in the task set.  Therefore, little-to-no 
information was required to educate participants on which subtle (more inconspicuous) 
product cues to look for, because they are not as present on those bags.  
TABLE 54: MCC RESULTS BY DESIGNER BRAND BY CONSTRUAL LEVEL 
MANIPULATION   
 
 Construal Level Manipulation   
 Covert Control   
Designer Brand/Bag n % n % z p 
Louis Vuitton Logo 35 52.24% 32 47.76% -0.52 .60 
Gucci Logo 1 22 53.66% 19 46.34% -0.66 .51 
Hermés 18 66.67% 9 33.33% -2.45 .01 
Tory Burch Large Logo 18 58.06% 13 41.94% -1.27 .20 
Burberry Side Plaid 26 52.00% 24 48.00%   -.40 .69 
Dooney & Bourke Duck 
Emblem 
17 
51.52% 
16 
48.48%   -.25 .80 
Gucci Racing Stripe 11 68.75% 5 31.25%  -2.12 .03 
Louis Vuitton Check  15 55.56% 12 44.44%   -.82 .41 
Covert = induce LCL condition.  Control = remain in HCL condition.  Lower Construal Level (LCL) and 
Higher Construal Level (HCL). 
 
The results of the second pre-test for this study revealed that the construal level 
manipulations worked as intended.  Those who viewed the Covert version of the blog 
post were more likely to change their construal level (from higher (more abstract) to 
lower (more concrete)) and to correctly identify some of the more inconspicuously 
branded luxury designer handbags. Thus, the results of this pre-test indicate that the 
revised Covert blog post manipulation should be effective in changing the construal level 
and building cultural capital among higher construal level participants in the main Study 
3. 
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Supplemental Study to Retest Unaided Awareness and Rule Out ELM.  The 
Supplemental Study served two purposes.  First, the Supplemental Study retested unaided 
awareness of the designer handbag brands used in Pre-tests 1 and 2 for Study 1 that then 
comprised the eight luxury designer handbags used in the MCC measure in Studies 1 and 
2.  It was important to retest these bags as I planned to use the same MCC measure in 
Study 3.  As previously mentioned as one of limitations of Study 1 was that the Pre-tests 
1 and 2 for that study was conducted face-to-face among undergraduate students.  
However, Study 1 was conducted online using Amazon’s mTurk website.  Therefore, the 
Supplemental Study measured unaided awareness for all the bags originally tested in Pre-
tests 1 and 2 for Study 1 among an online sample of participants that were more similar 
to those in Study 1.   
Second, the Supplemental Study was used to determine if participant involvement 
with the product category (a.k.a. ELM) had an effect on cultural capital.  Luxury 
consumers are by definition “involved” in at least some luxury product categories.  For 
the purpose of this research, luxury consumers are involved in the luxury designer 
handbag category.  As theorized and shown by the results of prior studies in this research, 
different luxury consumers have different levels of cultural capital when it comes to 
designer handbags.  If ELM had an impact on cultural capital, then degree of involvement 
would affect the level of cultural capital luxury consumers have for designer handbags; 
thus, explaining why some luxury consumers have more cultural capital than others.  If 
ELM did not have an impact on cultural capital, then degree of involvement would not 
affect the level of cultural capital luxury consumers have for designer handbags; therefore 
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there would be another mechanism (e.g., construal level) explaining why some luxury 
consumers had more cultural capital than others.   
Participants (n = 62, 100% female, age range: 18-87, Mage = 36), were recruited 
online via Amazon’s mTurk website and were compensated $0.50 for their participation.  
Participants completed a three-part Supplemental Study.  In part one, participants 
provided their primary language preference, gender, and age.  Then participants 
completed an unaided awareness task where they were shown 14 luxury designer 
handbags (all the bags shown in either Pre-test 1 or 2 from Study1) and asked to provide 
the designer or brand name of the bag.  The results unaided awareness task will be 
compared to results from Pre-tests 1 and 2 from Study 1 and used to determine if the 
MCC measure for Study 3 needs to be revised.  Then, participants completed the 10-item 
Personal Involvement Inventory (PII) scale (Zaichkowsky 2015), which served as the 
ELM measurement. During the PII portion of this study, participants rated the statement, 
“to me, designer handbags/purses are …” on 10 seven-point semantic differential scales 
such as “important/unimportant,” “boring/interesting,” “exciting/unexciting,” and 
“means nothing/means a lot to me” (see Appendix R for the PII measures).  In the third 
part of the pre-test, participants completed the same measured cultural capital task from 
prior studies, where participants were shown a series of well-known luxury designer 
handbags/purses (some conspicuous and some inconspicuous) and were asked to identify 
the brand name/designer of each bag shown (see Figure 16 again).  The Supplemental 
Study concluded with demographic measures (see Appendix T for study measures).    
Upon the completion of Supplemental Study, the data were entered in SPSS for 
analysis.  Before examining the unaided awareness of the luxury designer handbags or 
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the effects of ELM on cultural capital, I compared the sample from this Supplemental 
Study to the sample from Study 1 to ensure the participants from this study were 
appropriate for the rest of the analyses.  When comparing the sample from the 
Supplemental Study to those from Study 1, results indicated that there were no significant 
differences between the two samples in terms of ethnicity (χ2(5, n = 62) = 4.63, p = NS), 
relationship status (χ2(5, n = 62) = 3.89, p = NS), employment status (χ2(5, n = 62) = 
1.88, p = NS; see Table 54), age (t(60) = -.23, p = NS) or income (t(60) = 1.65, p = NS; 
see Table 55).  There was a difference in MCC between the Supplemental Study sample 
and the Study 1 sample (MSupplemental Sample = 2.34, SD = 2.03; MSurvey 1 Sample = 3.54, SD = 
2.29; t(60) = 2.95, p < .01; see Table 56).  The difference in MCC is not surprising 
because the Study 1 sample was augmented with participants recruited from Facebook 
who were part of a special interest group for high-end luxury designer handbags.  
Therefore, I concluded that the sample from the Supplemental Study was appropriate to 
use for investigation of the unaided awareness of the luxury designer handbags and the 
effects of ELM on cultural capital.  No participants were removed prior to or as part of 
the analysis process. 
TABLE 55:  DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS BETWEEN STUDY 1 AND 
SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY_PART 1 
 
 
Study 1  
Supplementa
l Study 
   
 n %  n % χ2 df p 
Primary Language         
       English 178 100.00  62 100.00    
         
   Gender         
       Female 178 100.00  62 100.00    
         
Ethnicity          
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       African-American 12  6.70  9 13.20 4.63 5 .33 
       Asian/Pacific Islander 18 10.10  6 8.80    
       Caucasian 139 78.10  44 64.70    
       Hispanic 13 7.30  7 10.30    
       Other 3 1.70  2 2.90    
       Prefer not to answer 1   .60  0 0.00    
         
Relationship Status         
Single  35 19.70  13 21.00 3.89 5 .42 
In a relationship 37 20.80  18 29.00    
Married 91 51.10  29 46.80    
Separated 2 1.10  1 1.60    
Divorced 12 6.70  1 1.60    
Widowed  1 .06  0 0.00    
         
Employment Status         
Employed part-time 38 21.30  12 19.40 1.88 5 .60 
Employed full-time 116 65.20  40 64.50    
Unemployed/seeking 
employment 
17 9.60  9 14.50    
Retired  7 3.90  1 1.60    
         
 
 
TABLE 56:  DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS BETWEEN STUDY 1 AND 
SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY_PART 2 
 
         Study 1  Supplemental Study   
 M SD  M       SD t p 
Age 35 11.41  36 12.16   -.23 .82 
MCC 3.54 2.29  2.33 2.02  2.95 .00 
Income 67,312.53 48,450.26  58,164.06 49,392.50 1.65 .20 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
As indicated earlier, it was important to retest unaided awareness of the designer 
handbags used in the MCC measure among a more comparable sample.  While the 14 
handbags from both pre-tests were shown in a composite image to each participant (see 
Appendix S), only the eight used in MCC were of interest to this test.  Therefore, only 
eight bags from the MCC test were included in the comparative analysis.  Each handbag 
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image was the same size as the other handbag images and was shown in color.  Each 
respondent saw the handbag images in the same order and were able to enlarge the 
composite image in a separate window, if necessary.  After looking at the handbag 
images, participants were asked to provide the name of the handbag brand or designer.   
Results from the Supplemental Study reveal a similar pattern to the results from 
the prior pre-tests.  More conspicuous bags like the Louis Vuitton logo bag and the Gucci 
logo bag were in the top tier in terms of unaided brand awareness as more than half of the 
participants correctly named the brand or designer of those handbags in each study.  The 
Burberry Side Plaid bag (not included in Pre-test 1), the Gucci Racing Stripe Bag, and the 
Tory Burch bag with the large logo were in the top-to-middle tiers of unaided awareness 
in each study.  Less conspicuous bags such as the Louis Vuitton Check bag (without the 
logo), the Hermès bag, and the Dooney & Bourke bag with the Duck Emblem were in the 
middle-to-lower tiers of unaided awareness in each study (see Figures 25a and 25b). 
While there was some shifting in the order of the high-end designer luxury 
handbags with the most-to-least unaided brand awareness, the overall takeaway is that the 
tiers of unaided awareness remained stable across the three studies (this Supplemental 
Study and Pre-tests 1 and 2 from Study 1).  The dispersion of awareness of the different 
types of bags shown should continue to provide clear differentiation among different 
types of luxury consumers, in terms of their amount of cultural capital.  Therefore, these 
comparative results indicate the brands and bags tested remain a good mix of focal luxury 
brands to include in the MCC measure for Study 3.   
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FIGURE 25A: UNAIDED HIGH-END LUXURY DESIGNER HANDBAG 
AWARENESS RESULTS FROM THE SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY 
 
Note: Percent (%) out of 100% for each handbag. 
 
 
FIGURE 25B: UNAIDED HIGH-END LUXURY DESIGNER HANDBAG 
AWARENESS RESULTS FROM PRE-TESTS 1 AND 2 FROM STUDY 1 
 
Note: Percent (%) out of 100% for each handbag. 
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The second purpose of the Supplemental Study was to determine if participant 
involvement with the product category (a.k.a. ELM) had an effect on cultural capital.  To 
examine the relationship, following Homburg and Giering (1999) and Kinard and Capella 
(2006), I created an index of the 10 PII items and classified respondents into two 
involvement groups (higher involvement and lower involvement) using a median split 
(PII index median = 4.15; see Table 57 for psychometric properties of the PII scale).  
Then I compared the amount of cultural capital (MCC) among those in the lower 
involvement and higher involvement groups (see Table 58 for cell sizes between the two 
groups).  Results of an independent samples t-test revealed that there were no significant 
difference in the amount of cultural capital when participants were in the lower (MCClower 
involvement = 2.03, SD = 1.97) or higher involvement group (MCChigher involvement = 2.63, SD = 
2.04; t(60) = -1.16, p = NS). 
 
TABLE 57: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE PII SCALE & MCC  
 
 n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
PII Index 62 3.90 1.73 .94 1-7 1-7 -.25 
MCC 62 2.33 2.02  0-8 1-7 0.64 
Note: Personal Involvement Inventory (PII); Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
 
TABLE 58: CELL SIZES FOR LOWER AND HIGHER PII GROUPS 
 
         Involvement Group Classification 
Total 
 Lower Higher 
 n    % n % n %  
PII Index 31 50.00 31  50.00 62 100.00 
Note: Personal Involvement Inventory (PII). 
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Spotlight Analysis.  In addition to the median split analyses, I conducted a 
spotlight analysis (Aiken and West 1991) at one standard deviation above and below the 
PII mean.  Results of the spotlight analysis did indicate that when participants were 
divided into three PII groups (lower involvement, average involvement, higher 
involvement), there were differences in cultural capital (MLower Involvement Group = 1.23; SD = 
1.20; MAverage Involvement Group = 2.80; SD = 1.92; MHigher Involvement Group = 2.63; SD = 2.62; f(2) 
= 4.37; p = .02).  Follow-up analyses show that the difference in cultural capital among 
the three PII groups was driven by the increased cultural capital among the average 
involvement group.  Participants in average involvement group had higher cultural capital 
than those in the lower involvement group (see Table 59). However, participants in the 
average involvement group had the same amount of cultural capital as those in the higher 
involvement group.  These findings do not support the notion that ELM could account for 
the same cultural capital effects as construal level.  For ELM to be considered an 
alternative explanation for differences in cultural capital among luxury consumers, those 
in the lower involvement group should have had less cultural capital than those in the 
higher cultural group.  The results of the comparison between the lower and higher 
involvement groups did not follow that pattern.  Those in the lower involvement group 
had the same amount of cultural capital as those in the higher involvement group. 
TABLE 59: TUKEY HSD COMPARISON FOR MCC AMONG PII GROUPS 
(I) (J) 
Mean Diff 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
          95% CI PII 
Group 
PII 
Group 
-1.00 0    -1.67** 0.58 [-3.06 -0.29] 
+1.00  -1.51 0.75 [-3.31 0.29] 
0 -1.00      1.67** 0.58 [ 0.29 3.06] 
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+1.00        0.16 0.66 [-1.43 1.75] 
+1.00 -1.00        1.51 0.75 [-0.29 3.31] 
0 -0.16 0.66 [-1.75 1.43] 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Lower Involvement Group (-1.00);                                                     
Average Involvement Group (0.00); Higher Involvement Group (+1.00);  
**p < .01. 
 
Overall, the results from this analysis indicate that it is not the level of 
involvement that drives the proposed effects of cultural capital and the Triple C model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption.  Therefore, ELM was ruled out as an alternative 
explanation for the observed effects, and the PII scale will not be included in the main 
Study 3.  Instead, main Study 3 will continue to examine how luxury consumers process 
the product cues and information at either a higher or lower construal level to develop 
and maintain the cultural capital required to recognize and interpret the differences in 
conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products.  Therefore, the last piece needed to test 
H3 and the predictions of the Triple C Model of the (In)Conspicuous Consumption, is to 
examine the downstream effects of the model by capturing luxury consumer choice to 
engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption, which is described next in 
Study 3. 
Pre-Test & Supplemental Study Implications.  Pre-tests 1 and 2 for Study 3 tested 
and refined the construal level manipulations that will be used in Study 3.  Results of the 
two pre-tests for this study indicated that for the construal level manipulations to be 
effective, the Covert version of the blog post should induce participants into a lower 
(more concrete) construal level, while the Control version of the blog post should keep 
participants in a higher (more abstract) construal level.  In Pre-test 1 for Study 3, the 
Control version of the blog post worked as intended but the Covert version of the blog 
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post did not.  For the Covert (induce LCL) manipulation to work, the participants needed 
a stronger motivation to read and pay attention to the blog post.  Once the focus of the 
Covert blog post switched from “being confident in your style choice” (Pre-test 1) to 
“how to spot a counterfeit bag” (Pre-test 2), participants were significantly more likely to 
pay attention to the more subtle details of a luxury handbag after reading the blog post 
(post-construal measurement) than before reading the blog post (pre-construal 
measurement).  Therefore, the revised Covert (induce LCL) manipulation will be used in 
Study 3. 
The Supplemental Study addressed some of the limitations from Study 1.  Results 
confirmed that while the participant samples from Pre-tests 1 and 2 from Study 1 were 
not compatible with the main Study 1 sample, the results that lead to the handbag set for 
the MCC task used in prior studies could be used in Study 3.  This decision follows 
because there was little variation in the top, middle, and low tiers of unaided 
brand/designer awareness across the three studies.  Therefore, the original MCC task set 
was appropriate to use to parse out varying degrees of cultural capital in luxury 
consumers in Study 3.  
Results from the Supplemental Study also ruled out ELM as an alternative 
explanation for the effects of construal level on measured cultural capital.  Results of the 
analyses of construal level on MCC and involvement on MCC were not the same.  
Further, the results from the involvement on MCC analysis were not in the right direction 
for involvement to be considered a potential alternative to construal level.  Therefore, 
only construal level measurements (both pre- and post-manipulation) will be included in 
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Study 3 and used in the analyses to test the effects of the Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption.    
Participants & Setting 
Participants who had an interest in luxury products were recruited from Amazon’s 
mTurk website (n = 334, 100% female, age range: 20-71, Mage = 35, SD = 10.54) and 
compensated $0.65 for their participation.  To qualify for the study, participants needed 
to be female, at least 18 years of age, and indicate that English was their primary 
language (see Table 60 for a full demographic profile of participants).  No participants 
were removed prior to or as part of the analysis process. 
TABLE 60: DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF PARTICIPANTS FROM STUDY 3 
 n % M SD 
Primary Language     
       English 334 100.00   
     
   Gender     
       Female 334 100.00   
     
Ethnicity      
       African-American 44  13.20   
       Asian/Pacific Islander 43 12.90   
       Caucasian 202 60.50   
       Hispanic 37  11.10   
       Other 14  4.20   
       Prefer not to answer 6   1.80   
     
Relationship Status     
Single  80 24.00   
In a relationship 69 20.70   
Married 164 49.10   
Separated 1 .30   
Divorced 18 5.40   
Widowed             
2 
.60   
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Employment Status     
Employed part-time 78 23.40   
Employed full-time 216 64.70   
Unemployed/seeking 
employment 
33 9.90   
Retired  7 2.10   
     
Age         34.82        10.54 
     
Income   $65,601.69 $51,898.00 
 
Measures & Procedure  
Study 3 was divided into four main sections, the pre-post construal measurement 
and manipulations, the dependent variable choice task with manipulated audience cultural 
capital scenarios, the measured cultural capital measures, and the attitudinal and 
demographic measures.  Prior to starting the survey, participants were told that “in this 
study, you will be asked to participate in a few different sections and complete a series of 
tasks.  Please note that while these sections and tasks have been combined into one 
survey for data collection purposes, the sections and tasks are part of separate research 
projects and are not related to each other.”  This cover story was used because I did not 
want the participants to guess the hypotheses, that the level of detail in which they think 
about, or that their knowledge or perception of their audience’s knowledge, influences 
their bag use choice.  After reading the cover story, participants provided their primary 
language preference, age, and gender, and answered the same SRCC (self-reported 
cultural capital) measures from Study 1.  In the first part of the survey, participants 
completed the HBA BIF_LCL scale, which first served as the pre-construal level 
measurement.  Then, participants were randomly assigned to view one of the two 
construal level manipulations from Pre-test 2 for Study 3 and answered the construal 
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level manipulation checks.  After that, participants completed the HBA BIF_LCL scale a 
second time, which served as the post-construal level measurement.     
In the second part of the study, participants were randomly selected to view one 
of the two pre-tested audience cultural capital manipulations (from Study 1) that 
described a scenario where they could wear/bring a luxury product (e.g., a high-end 
handbag) to a social event.  In version one of the scenario, the other social event 
attendees (the audience) had a high amount of cultural capital.  In version two, the 
audience had a low amount of cultural capital.  After viewing the scenario, they rated 
their perceptions of their audience’s cultural capital using the same manipulation check 
measure from Study 1.  Then, participants completed the dependent measure, a choice 
task that asked, “Which of these three bags would you most recommend for a close friend 
to take to the lunch we just described to you?”  Participants selected either a conspicuous 
or inconspicuous luxury product to wear/bring to the described social event where the 
other attendees had either a high or low amount cultural capital, depending on which 
scenario manipulation they received (see Figure 15 again).  After making their selection, 
to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption, participants provided 
their rationale for their choice, both in an open-ended and metric format from Study 1.     
In the third part of the study, participants were shown a series of well-known 
luxury designer handbags/purses (some conspicuous and some inconspicuous) and were 
asked to identify the brand name/designer of each bag shown.  Based on the similarities 
in the comparative results between the Supplemental Study and the Pre-tests 1 and 2 from 
Study 1 coupled with the Study 1 results, the same handbag images were used for the 
MCC task for Study 3 (see Figure 16 again).  Similar to the prior studies, results from this 
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measure will be used to count the number luxury designer handbags correctly identified 
during the MCC task.  Finally, in the fourth part of the study, participants completed 
same ATSC (attitudes toward status consumption), handbag ratings, attitudes toward and 
number of designer handbags owned measures from prior studies, along with designer 
handbag shopping frequency and spending measures, and demographic questions (see 
Appendix U for the full Study 3 instrument). 
 Additionally, I reviewed the product knowledge scale (Bloch, Sherrell, and 
Ridgway 1989) for potential inclusion in Study 3.  The statements on this scale were too 
similar to other statements already included in various other parts of the study.  For 
example, two of the four statements on the product knowledge scale asks particpants how 
much they agree with the following, “I have experience with [insert product here]” and 
“I am an expert in [insert product here].”  I already planned to include the following 
statements from the SRCC scale from prior studies, “I am knowledgeable about the most 
popular designer handbags” and “among people I know, I’m one of the “experts” on 
designer handbags.”  Therefore, to avoid unnecessary redundancy in the study 
instrument, the product knowledge scale was not included in the final study.  However, as 
with Study 1, I will report the SRCC results to rule out product knowledge as an 
alternative explaination for the effects of MCC and ACC on I/CC. 
Results 
To report the results of Study 3, first the results of attitudes toward designer 
handbags (ATDH) and SRCC will be examined to confirm the sample collected for this 
study was appropriate.  Second, the results of the model components associated with H1a-
c and H2 will be evaluated to determine if the findings from Study 3 replicate the findings 
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from Studies 1 (H1a-c) and 2 (H2).  Third, the necessary hypotheses tests will be 
conducted to determine the effectiveness of the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption as a whole and investigate the downstream effects of construal level on 
luxury consumer choice to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption 
(H3a-c). 
 Attitudes Toward Designer Handbags (ATDH). An ATDH index was calculated by 
taking the mean of the six ATDH items measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree; α = .71).  Those with lower ATDH indexes 
reported having lower attitudes toward designer handbags than those with higher ATDH 
indexes.  Results indicated that participants recruited for Study 3 also were a good fit for 
this research as the mean was higher than the mid-point for a seven-point scale (MATDH = 
4.66, SD = 1.06; t(333) = 19.95, p < .01). 
 Self-Reported Cultural Capital (SRCC).  As with prior studies, a SRCC index was 
calculated by taking the mean of the nine self-reported cultural capital measures (α = 
.91).  Those with lower SRCC indexes reported having less cultural capital than those 
with higher SRCC indexes.  Results revealed that participants believe they have a high 
amount of cultural capital.  (MSRCC = 5.10, SD = 1.07).   
Pre-Construal Level Measurement.  Similar to Study 2, a pre-construal level 
index was calculated by taking the mean of the first installment of the seven HBA 
BIF_LCL items measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree; α = .77).  This index was considered the pre-construal level measurement 
because it was captured before participants were exposed to one of two construal level 
manipulations.  Those with lower pre-HBA BIF_LCL indexes were less likely to pay 
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attention to the lower construal level items, and thus initially construed luxury designer 
handbags in a higher (more abstract) construal level.  Those with higher pre-HBA 
BIF_LCL indexes were more likely to pay attention to the lower construal level items, 
and thus initially construed luxury designer handbags in a lower (more concrete) level 
(Mpre-HBA BIF_LCL= 5.66, SD =.94).  Additionally, similar to prior studies, the pre-construal 
level measurement was used to classify respondents in pre-construal level groups (lower 
or higher).  Participants who initially operated in the higher construal level should have 
scored a total of less than or equal to 38 across the seven HBA BIF_LCL measures.  The 
cutoff value of 38 is consistent with HBA BIF_LCL scores from higher construal 
participants from prior studies (see Table 61 for cell sizes). 
TABLE 61: CELL SIZES FOR LOWER AND HIGHER                                               
PRE-CONSTRUAL LEVEL GROUPS 
 
         Initial Construal Level Group 
Classification Total 
 Lower Higher 
 n    % n % n %  
Pre-Construal 
Level 
203 60.71 131  39.29 334 100.00 
 
Post-Construal Level Measurement.  A post-construal level index was calculated 
by taking the mean of the second installment of the seven HBA BIF_LCL items 
measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree; α = 
.77).  This index was considered the post-construal level measurement because it was 
captured after participants were exposed to one of two construal level manipulations.  
Those with lower post-HBA BIF_LCL indexes were still less like to pay attention to the 
lower construal level items, and thus continued to construe luxury designer handbags in a 
higher (more abstract) construal level.  Those with higher post-HBA BIF_LCL indexes 
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were more likely to pay attention to the lower construal level items, and thus construed 
luxury designer handbags in a lower (more concrete) level (Mpost-HBA BIF_LCL= 5.73, SD 
=.95).   
Measured Cultural Capital (MCC).  Similar to prior studies, to calculate 
measured cultural capital, the number of luxury handbag/purse designer/brand names 
each participant correctly identified in the measured cultural capital task was counted.  
The more luxury handbag/purse designer/brand names the participant correctly identified, 
the more cultural capital she had.  The less luxury handbag/purse designer/brand names 
she correctly identified, the less cultural capital she had.  On average, participants 
correctly identified three of the eight luxury handbags (MMCC = 3.39, SD = 2.61; see 
Table 62 for a summary of psychometric properties of the primary measures).   
TABLE 62: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF MAIN VARIABLES FROM  
STUDY 3   
 
Variable n M SD 
Cronbach’s 
α  
Range 
Potential         Actual  
Skew 
ATDH 334 4.66 1.06 .71 1-7 1-7  0.15 
SRCC 334 5.10 0.94 .90 1-7 1-7 -0.61 
Pre-Construal 334 5.66 1.17 .77 1-7 1-7 -0.83 
Post-Construal 334 5.73 0.95 .80 1-7 1-7 -0.95 
MCC 334 3.39 2.61  0-8 0-8   0.22 
Note: Attitudes Toward Designer Handbags (ATDH); Self-Reported Cultural Capital 
(SRCC); Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). 
 
 
Manipulation Check for Construal Level.  To confirm the successful manipulation 
of construal level, a series of paired samples t-tests were performed.  Across the t-tests, 
results revealed that the manipulations worked as intended.  First, when comparing the 
construal levels by blog post version (Control—remain in HCL or Covert—induce LCL) 
for the total sample (n = 334), the pre-post construal level measures among those in 
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Control condition remained the same (Mpre-HBA BIF_LCL = 5.69, SD = 1.02; Mpost-HBA BIF_LCL 
= 5.73, SD = 1.06; t(158) = -.97, p = NS).  Conversely, the construal level measures 
among those in Covert condition significantly increased from pre-to the post-construal 
level measurement (Mpre-HBA BIF_LCL = 5.63, SD = .97; Mpost-HBA BIF_LCL = 5.74, SD = .84; 
t(174) = -2.16, p = .03; see Table 65).   
Second, when comparing the pre-post construal level measurements among those 
who initially construed luxury designer handbags in a higher (more abstract) level to 
those who initially construes luxury designer handbags in a lower (more concrete) level, 
only those in the higher construal group should be effected by the Covert construal level 
manipulation.  Those in the lower construal level group should be less susceptible to (or 
effected by) the Covert construal level manipulations because they already construe 
luxury designer handbags at a lower (more concrete) level.  The results from the second 
set of paired samples t-tests confirmed this pattern.  Among those who initially construed 
luxury designer handbags in a higher (more abstract) level, the construal level measures 
among those in Covert condition significantly increased from pre-to the post-construal 
level measurement (Mpre-HBA BIF_LCL = 4.77, SD = .64; Mpost-HBA BIF_LCL = 5.08, SD = .75; 
t(69) = -3.19, p < .01), while those in the Control condition remained the same (Mpre-HBA 
BIF_LCL = 4.68, SD = .77; Mpost-HBA BIF_LCL = 4.76, SD = .93; t(60) = -1.14, p = NS; see 
Table 65).  Among those who initially construed luxury designer handbags in a lower 
(more concrete) level, the construal level measures pre-to the post- measurement 
remained the same regardless of whether participants were in the Covert (Mpre-HBA BIF_LCL 
= 6.20, SD = .43; Mpost-HBA BIF_LCL = 6.16, SD = .57; t(97) = -15, p = NS) or the Control 
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condition (Mpre-HBA BIF_LCL = 6.33, SD = .51; Mpost-HBA BIF_LCL = 6.33, SD = .58; t(104) = 
.88, p = NS; see Table 65).    
TABLE 63: CELL SIZES FOR LOWER CONSTRUAL LEVEL MANIPULATIONS 
 
 Covert Control          Total 
 n    % n % n %  
Construal Level 
Manipulation 
175 52.40 159  47.60 334 100.00 
Covert = induce LCL condition.  Control = remain in HCL condition.  Lower Construal Level (LCL) and 
Higher Construal Level (HCL). 
 
Manipulation Check for Audience Cultural Capital (ACC).  To confirm the 
successful manipulation of audience cultural capital, an independent samples t-test was 
performed comparing those in the lower and higher audience construal level conditions 
(see Table 64 for cell sizes).  Results revealed that the manipulations worked as intended.  
Participants in the high cultural capital audience condition (MACC High = 5.55, SD = .62) 
rated their perceptions of the cultural capital of their audience (ACC) higher than those in 
the low cultural capital audience condition (MACC Low = 3.20, SD = 1.43; t(332) = -19.36, p 
< .01; see Table 65). 
TABLE 64: CELL SIZES FOR ACC CONDITIONS 
 Lower Higher          Total 
 n    % n % n %  
ACC Condition 171 51.20 163  48.80 334 100.00 
Note: Audience Cultural Capital (ACC). 
 
Manipulation Check for Conspicuousness of Handbag Options for the Choice 
Task.  To confirm the successful manipulation of the conspicuousness of the luxury 
products used in the dependent measure choice task, to select either a conspicuous or an 
inconspicuous handbag to take to the lunch scenario, a paired samples t-test was 
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performed.  The pattern of results was as expected, the perceived brand conspicuousness 
of the conspicuous product (Bag 1) was higher than the perceived conspicuousness of the 
inconspicuous products (Bags 2 and 3) used in the dependent measure choice task.  The 
conspicuousness of Bag 1 (M = 6.17, SD = 1.40) was rated higher than conspicuousness 
of both Bags 2 (M = 5.06, SD = 2.03) and 3 combined (M = 3.94, SD = 1.95; t(333) = 
14.29, p < .01; see Table 65).  
 
TABLE 65: RESULTS FROM MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR STUDY 3 
 
 M SD t p 
Construal Level Condition (total)     
Control   -.97 .33 
Pre-manipulation 5.69 1.02   
Post-manipulation 5.73 1.06   
Covert   -2.16 .03 
Pre-manipulation 5.63  .87   
Post-manipulation 5.73  .84   
     
Pre-Construal by Construal Level 
Condition  
    
Initially Lower Construal 
Group   
    
Control   -.15 .88 
Pre-manipulation 6.33 .51   
Post-manipulation 6.33 .58   
Covert   .88 .38 
Pre-manipulation 6.20 .43   
Post-manipulation 6.16 .57   
Initially Higher Construal 
Group   
    
Control   -1.14 .26 
Pre-manipulation 4.68 .77   
Post-manipulation 4.76 .93   
Covert   -3.19 .00 
Pre-manipulation 4.77 .63   
Post-manipulation 5.08 .75   
     
ACC Condition 
     Low  
 
3.20 
 
1.43 
-19.36 .00 
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     High  5.55   .62 
     
Handbag Conspicuousness   14.29 .00 
     Conspicuous Bag     
           Bag 1 
     Inconspicuous Bags  
          Bag 2 
          Bag 3 
          Bag 2 and Bag 3       
(pooled) 
6.17 
 
5.06 
3.94 
4.50 
1.40 
 
2.03 
1.95 
1.50 
  
Note: Audience Cultural Capital (ACC). Index = average of all seven measures. Covert = 
induce LCL condition.  Control = remain in HCL condition.  Lower Construal Level (LCL) 
and Higher Construal Level (HCL). 
 
H1 Retest: Moderating Effects of ACC on MCC and I/CC.  To replicate the 
findings from Study 1 and find additional support for H1, the moderating effect of the 
perceived audience cultural capital on the relationship between the sender’s measured 
cultural capital and (in)conspicuous consumption was examined.  The data were analyzed 
using the PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes 2013).  The variables in the model included the 
dependent variable of the bag selected to bring to the lunch scenario (bag 1, 2, or 3), the 
independent variables of the sender’s MCC (continuous), and the manipulated ACC 
(coded as either low = 0, high = 1). 
As expected, the results from this analysis replicated those from Study 1.  The 
effect of consumers’ cultural capital on their conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption 
was moderated by each luxury consumer’s (i.e., signal sender’s) perception of their 
audience’s cultural capital.  The overall model was significant (f)3, 330) = 4.61, p < .01) 
with an R2 of .04.  Participant’s predicted choice to engage in conspicuous or 
inconspicuous consumption was 1.59 + (0.02 x MCC) + (.02 x ACC) + (.05 x (MCC x 
ACC)) when participants could choose to use one of three luxury designer handbags (see 
Main Model section in Table 66).  Since Bag 1 was the conspicuous option and Bags 2 
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and 3 were the inconspicuous options, higher scores for I/CC correspond to a higher 
likelihood to choose to use the inconspicuous bag.  Therefore, the positive coefficients in 
the model indicate that as the sender MCC and the ACC increases, the likelihood to 
choose an inconspicuous bag also increases.  While the R2 is low, likely due to the simple 
tri-variate nature of dependent variable in the model, the overall model is significant.  
Additionally, even though the significance of the interaction between MCC and ACC 
does not reach significance in the main model (see Main Model section in Table 66 
again), the follow up analyses of the conditional effects of MCC on (in)conspicuous 
consumption at low and high levels of ACC reveal that there were significant differences 
to choose either a conspicuous or inconspicuous bag among those in the high ACC 
condition (t(163) = 2.91, p < .01; see Table 67) 
To control for other factors and rule out SRCC (which had similar statements to 
product knowledge) as an alternative explaination for the effects of MCC and ACC on 
I/CC, I reran the model using audience cultural capital and measured cultural capital as 
predictors of (in)conspicuous consumption, and SRCC as a co-variate.  The results 
revealed that the overall model remained significant ((f)4, 329) = 3.68, p < .01) with an 
R2 of .04.  Additionally, I reran the model again and replaced MCC with SRCC.  The 
variables in the revised model included the dependent variable of bag selected to bring to 
the lunch scenario (bag 1, 2, or 3), the independent variables of the SRCC (continuous), 
and the manipulated ACC (coded as either low = 0, high = 1).  The purpose of running 
the revised model was to investigate if the results of SRCC produced similar effects in 
the model.  As expected, results from this model were not significant ((f)3, 330) = 2.01, p 
= NS) with an R2 of .02 (see Model Variation section in Table 66).  Therefore, SRCC did 
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not account for the same effects as MCC, and thus was not an alternative explanation for 
the results from this part of the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption.     
TABLE 66: MODERATION EFFECT OF AUDIENCE CULTURAL CAPITAL ON 
(IN)CONSPICUOUS PRODUCT CHOICE FROM STUDY 3 
  
Model  F      R2 β SE t p 
Bootstrap 
95% CI 
Main Model 
(predicted in H1) 
4.61 .04    .00  
     Constant   1.59 .11 14.92 .00 [1.38, 1.80] 
     MCC    .02 .03 .94 .35 [  -.03, .08] 
     ACC   .02 .15 .11 .91 [  -.29, .32] 
     MCC x ACC   .05 .04 1.32 .19 [  -.02, .12] 
        
Model Variation 
(SRCC not MCC) 
2.01 .02    .11  
     Constant   1.60 .33 4.91 .00 [  .96, 2.24] 
     SRCC   .01 .06 .19 .85 [   -.11, .13] 
     ACC   .67 .46 1.44 .15 [- .25, 1.57] 
     SRCC x ACC    -.09 .09 -1.04 .30 [ -.27, .08] 
Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients. Bootstrap sample = 5,000.                                             
Standard Error (SE); Confidence Interval (CI); Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Audience Cultural 
Capital (ACC); Self-Reported Cultural Capital (SRCC).  Estimates calculated using PROCESS Model 1. 
 
Next, two types of follow up analyses were conducted to probe the interaction 
between MCC and ACC and to replicate the findings from Study 1.  First the data was 
analyzed using the PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes 2013).  Then, follow up analyses were 
conducted similar to the analysis from Study 1 to enable a more apples-to-apples 
comparison of results used to test H1a-c in Study 1 and Study 3.  The follow up results 
from PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes 2013) are discussed first.  Then, the median split and 
spotlight analyses are discussed afterward.  
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As previously indicated, results from the follow up analyses using PROCESS 
revealed that the interaction of MCC and ACC on (in)conspicuous product choice was 
driven by those in the high ACC condition (see Table 67 again).  To visualize and further 
probe the interaction, PROCESS generated a report that split the data at three levels of 
sender cultural capital (MCC), no, medium, and high, and estimates averages for 
(in)conspicuous product choice use at these three levels among those in the low and high 
audience cultural capital conditions.  Lower averages for (in)conspicuous product choice 
use (closer to 1) indicated that they choose to use a conspicuous product whereas higher 
averages (closer to 2 and above) indicated that they choose to use an inconspicuous 
product.  This interpretation follows because choice 1 (coded as a 1) was the conspicuous 
bag, choice 2 (coded as a 2) was inconspicuous choice 1, and choice 3 (coded as a 3) was 
inconspicuous choice 2 (see Figure 15 again).  Figure 26 shows that those with no 
cultural capital, meaning they did not correctly identify any luxury brand/designer names 
during the MCC task, were more likely to choose the conspicuous bag over either 
inconspicuous bag, regardless of their perception of their audience’s cultural capital.  
Those with a medium amount of cultural capital, meaning they correctly identified three 
luxury brand/designer names during the MCC task, were slightly more likely to choose 
an inconspicuous bag over a conspicuous bag when they perceived their audience’s 
cultural capital to be high versus low.  As predicted, those with a high amount of cultural 
capital, meaning they correctly identified six luxury brand/designer names during the 
MCC task, were more likely to choose an inconspicuous bag over a conspicuous bag 
when they perceived their audience’s cultural capital to be high versus low.   These 
results show support for H1, that the relationship between sender cultural capital and the 
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choice to use either a conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury product is moderated by the 
perception of the audience’s cultural capital. 
 
TABLE 67: CONDITIONAL EFFECTS OF MCC ON (IN)CONSPICUOUS 
CONSUMPTION AT LOW AND HIGH LEVELS OF ACC 
  
ACC Level Effect SE t p 
Bootstrap 95% 
CI 
Low .02 .03 .94 .35 [-.03, .08] 
High .07 .02 2.91 .00 [ .02, .12] 
Note. Bootstrap sample = 5,000.  Standard Error (SE); Confidence Interval (CI); Measured Cultural 
Capital (MCC); Audience Cultural Capital (ACC).  Estimates calculated using PROCESS Model 1. 
 
FIGURE 26: VISUAL REPRESENTATION OF THE CONDITIONAL EFFECTS      
OF MCC ON (IN)CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION AT LOW AND HIGH LEVELS     
OF ACC 
 
Note. Bootstrap sample = 5,000. Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Audience Cultural Capital (ACC).      
MCC cut-values of no, medium, and high MCC and estimates were calculated using PROCESS Model 1. 
 
Next, additional follow up analyses were performed to compare Study 3 results to 
Study 1.  To perform these analyses, participants were classified into one of two groups 
based on whether their measured cultural capital was above or below the MCC median of 
3 (0 = low MCC group and 1 = high MCC group).  As expected, follow up analyses 
revealed support for H1a and H1c.  Results to retest H1b, while in the right direction, did 
not reach significance.  When those in the high MMC group were in the high audience 
1.59 1.66
1.74
1.60
1.82
2.04
No MCC
(0 correct)
Medium MCC
(3 correct)
High MCC
(6 correct)
Low ACC
High ACC
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cultural capital condition (H1a), choice of an inconspicuous bag was significantly higher 
(62%) than the choice of the conspicuous bag (38%, Z = -2.95, p < .01).  Conversely, 
when those in the high MCC group were in the low audience cultural capital condition 
(H1b), choice of the conspicuous bag (count = 43), while higher in count than the 
inconspicuous bag (count = 33), the results were statistically the same (57% vs. 43%, Z = 
1.62, p = NS; see Table 66).  While the results of the high MCC group were not what I 
theorized, they are not surprising either.  The introduction of the construal level 
manipulation in Study 3 and its intended effects on MCC were effective (see the H2: 
Effects of Construal Level on MCC section later in this chapter).  Therefore, the impact of 
construal level lead to downstream effects on the study results and ultimately the 
theoretical model.  If the construal level effects did not work as intended, then the results 
from Study 1 would not change in Study 3, rendering construal level an unnecessary 
component in the overall Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption.  However, as 
I predicted, the effect of perceived audience cultural capital on the type of consumption 
was diminished among those in the low MCC group with low cultural capital, as results 
did not reach significance (H1c).  Senders with low cultural capital were just as likely to 
choose the conspicuous bag regardless of their perception of their audience’s cultural 
capital (ACCHigh = 56%, ACCLow = 59%, Z = 0.45, p = NS; see Figures 27a and 27b, and 
Table 68).   
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FIGURE 27a: INCONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION RESULTS  
 
 
FIGURE 27b: CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION RESULTS 
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TABLE 68:  H1 RETEST – EFFECT OF MCC AND ACC ON (IN)CONSPICUOUS 
CONSUMPTION   
 
  ACC Condition 
 Low  High   
Sender MCC Classification n % 
 
n % χ2 
Cramer’s 
V 
     Low  
          Conspicuous Choice 
 
56 
 
58.95 
  
45 
 
55.56 
 
.21 
 
.03 
          Inconspicuous Choice 39 41.05  36 44.44   
     High        
          Conspicuous Choice 43 56.58  31 37.80 5.58* .19 
          Inconspicuous Choice 33 43.42  51 62.20   
Note: Audience Cultural Capital (ACC), Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). *p = .01. 
 
Spotlight Analysis.  In addition to the median split analyses, I conducted a 
spotlight analysis (Aiken and West 1991) at one standard deviation above and below the 
MCC mean.  Results of the spotlight analysis were consistent with prior results from 
Study 1 and showed that the participants with low MCC (below one standard deviation 
from the MCC mean) were just as likely to choose the conspicuous or inconspicuous bag 
regardless of if they perceived their audience to have low (48% vs. 52%, Z = -0.37, p = 
NS) or high cultural capital (58% vs. 42%, Z = 1.74, p = NS).  Participants with average 
MCC were more likely to choose the conspicuous over the inconspicuous bag regardless 
of if they perceived their audience to have low (68% vs. 32%, Z = -4.89, p < .01 ) or high 
cultural capital (59% vs. 41%, Z = -2.21, p = .03).  This result follows because the 
theorizing in this research purports that only those with a high amount cultural capital 
(not an average amount) will know when to choose to engage in inconspicuous 
consumption when they perceive that their audience’s cultural capital is high.  However, 
this pattern of expected results did not come through in the high MCC group.  
Participants with high MCC (above one standard deviation from the MCC mean) were 
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more likely to choose the inconspicuous bag over the conspicuous bag regardless of if 
they perceived their audience to have low (68% vs. 32%, Z = 2.41, p = .02) or high 
cultural capital (77% vs. 23%, Z = 4.13, p < .01; see figures 28a and 28b).  As discussed, 
while the results among those in the high MCC group were not as theorized from Study 
1, they were not surprising due to the introduction of construal level into the overall 
theoretical model. 
FIGURE 28a: SPOTLIGHT RESULTS ON INCONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION  
 
 
FIGURE 28b: SPOTLIGHT RESULTS ON CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION 
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H2 Retest: Effects of Construal Level on MCC.  To retest H2 and replicate the 
findings from Study 2, I examined the effects that the sender’s post-manipulation 
construal level (a.k.a. post-construal level) had on sender cultural capital (MCC).  Similar 
to Study 2 the data were analyzed using simple (bi-variate) linear regression.  As with 
Study 2, simple regression was deemed the appropriate statistical technique to analyze 
the data from Study 3 and retest H2 because there was only one independent variable in 
this analysis, the post-construal level (continuous).  The dependent variable in the 
analysis was the sender’s MCC (continuous).  Post-construal was used as the independent 
variable as the manipulation was intended to increase cultural captial among those in the 
Covert condition.  
As expected, the results from Study 3 replicate those from Study 2.  Post-
construal level was a significant predictor of (or an antecedent to) cultural capital (MCC).  
The overall regression model was significant (f(1, 332) = 8.84, p < .01), with an R2 of .16.  
Participant’s predicted cultural capital was .86 + (0.44 x the post-HBA BIF_LCL index) 
when post-construal level is measured on a scale from 1 to 7.  Participant cultural capital 
increased by almost half of one more correctly identified luxury designer handbag (β = 
0.44) as the post-construal level scale (post-HBA BIF_LCL index) increased by one point 
(see Table 69).   
TABLE 69: EFFECT OF POST-CONSTRUAL LEVEL ON CULTURAL CAPITAL 
 
 B SEB β t p η2 
Post-Construal 
Level 
0.44 0.15 0.16 2.97 0.00 .40 
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Follow up analyses were conducted to confirm that the same pattern of results 
from Study 2 (H2) also would hold in Study 3, that there was an inverse and significant 
relationship between post-construal level and cultural capital.  First, an independent 
samples t-test was performed to confirm that those in the higher (more abstract) post-
construal level group had less cultural capital than those in the lower (more concrete) 
post-construal level group.  Results of the t-test replicated the effects found in Study 2 
and further supported H2, such that the cultural capital of those in the higher (more 
abstract) post-construal level group (MMCCHigher Post-Construal Group = 2.97, SD = 2.55) was 
significantly lower than of those in the lower (more concrete) construal level group 
(MMCC Lower Post-Construal Group = 3.76, SD = 2.61, t = - 2.81, p < .01). 
Next, using the same classifications from the prior studies, a 2x2 chi-square 
analysis also was performed to better understand this relationship (post-construal level: 
higher or lower x cultural capital: lower or higher; see Table 70 for cell sizes).  As 
expected, the overall model was significant (χ2(1, n = 334) = 3.73, p = .05) and showed 
support for the inverse relationship between construal level and cultural capital.  Those in 
the higher (more abstract) construal level group were significantly more likely to fall into 
the lower cultural capital group (58%) than the higher cultural capital group (42%, Z = 
2.94, p < .01).  Conversely, the results among the lower construal level did not reach 
significance, though results were in the hypothesized direction.  52% of those in the 
lower (more concrete) construal level group fell into the higher cultural capital group 
compared to 48% who fell into the lower cultural capital group (Z = -.85, p = NS).  
Additionally, since construal level was manipulated in Study 3, results find support for 
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causation, such that construal level drives cultural capital, not that there is a correlation 
between construal level and cultural capital.   
TABLE 70: CELL SIZES & EFFECT OF POST-CONSTRUAL LEVEL 
CLASSIFICATIONS BY MCC FOR FOLLOW UP ANALYSES FROM STUDY 3 
 
  MCC 
 
 
Total 
    
  Lower Higher 
χ
2 
  
Cramer’s 
V 
  Post- Construal 
Level 
n % n % n % 
     Lower 91 58.33 65 41.67 156 100.00 3.73* 0.11 
     Higher 85 47.75 93 52.25 178 100.00     
 Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC). * p = .05 
 
Spotlight Analysis.  In addition to the median split analyses, I conducted a 
spotlight analysis (Aiken and West 1991) at one standard deviation above and below the 
post-construal mean.  Results of the spotlight analysis provided further support for H2.  
There were differences in cultural capital among the different construal level groups 
(MLow LCL Group = 2. 50; SD = 2.49; MAverage Group = 3.50; SD = 2.62; MHigh LCL Group = 3.74; 
SD = 2.56; f(2) = 3.89; p = .02).  Similar to Study 2, Follow-up analyses show that the 
difference in cultural capital among the three post-construal level groups was driven by 
the increased cultural capital among those in the average and high LCL groups (meaning 
they scored higher on the post-HBA BIF_LCL scale than the low LCL group and were 
the most likely to construe luxury designer handbags at a lower (more concrete) level; see 
Table 71).   
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TABLE 71: TUKEY HSD COMPARISON FOR MCC AMONG POST-CONSTRUAL 
LEVEL GROUPS 
 
(I) (J) 
Mean Diff (I-
J) 
Std. 
Error 
          95% CI LCL 
Group 
LCL 
Group 
-1.00 0              -1.00*  .40 [-1.94 -.06] 
+1.00             -1.24* .48 [-2.37 -.11] 
0 -1.00                1.00* .40 [   .06 1.94] 
+1.00                -.24 .36 [-1.10 .62] 
+1.00 -1.00            1.24* .40 [   .11 2.37] 
0               .24 .36 [  -.62 1.10] 
Note: Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Lower Construal Level (LCL); Low LCL Group (-1.00);                               
Average LCL Group (0.00); High LCL Group (+1.00);  
*p < .05.  
 
After conducting the retests for H1a-c and H2 and confirming the replication of 
results from Studies 1 and 2, the last set of results from Study 3 aimed to examine and 
provide support for the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption as a whole and 
the predicted pattern of (in)conspicuous choices from H3 a-c.  The overall theoretical 
model test results are presented next.  Then, the results of the hypothesis tests for H3 a-c, 
which examine the predicted pattern of (in)conspicuous choices, are described at the end 
of the section.  
Theoretical Model Testing.  To find support for the Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption as a whole, the data were analyzed using PROCESS 
Model 14 (the Moderated Mediation Model; Hayes 2013).  The variables in the model 
included (in)conspicious consumption task (I/CC) to select a bag to bring to the lunch 
scenario (bag 1, 2, or 3) as the dependent variable, the sender’s post-construal level 
(continous; PCL) as the independent variable, the sender’s measured cultural captial 
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(continuous; MCC) as the mediator, and the manipulated audience cultural captial (ACC) 
as the moderator (coded as either low = 0, high = 1; see Table 72). 
 
TABLE 72: MODERATED MEDIATION MODEL CONSTRUCTION TO TEST 
TRIPLE C MODEL OF (IN)CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION & H3 
 
   Primary Construct 
  
Construal 
Level 
Sender Cultural 
Capital 
Sender 
Perception of 
Audience 
Cultural Capital 
(In)Conspicuous 
Consumption 
Measurement 
Post-
Construal 
Level (PCL) 
Measured Cultural 
Capital  
(MCC) 
Audience 
Cultural Capital 
(ACC) 
(In)Conspicuous 
Consumption Task 
(I/CC) 
     
Type of Data 
Gathered 
Metric 
(Continuous) 
Metric 
(Continuous) 
Metric  
(Binary) 
Categorical  
 
Source  Study 2   Studies 1 and 2 Study 1 Study 1 
Type of Scores 
Produced and 
Prepared for 
Analysis  
7-iem 
inventory 
index 
8-item inventory 
index  
2-item 
inventory: 
participants 
randomly 
assigned to 
view one of the 
two scenarios. 
Coded as low 
ACC (0) or 
high ACC (1). 
3-item inventory: 
Bag 1  = conspicuous 
option. Bag 2 and 
Bag 3  = both 
inconspicuous 
options. 
Role in the 
Model IV Med. Mod. DV 
Note: Post-Construal Level (PCL); Measured Cultural Capital (MCC); Audience Cultural Capital (ACC); 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption (I/CC); Independent Variable (IV); Mediator (Med.); Moderator (Mod.); 
and Dependent Variable (DV). 
 
As theorized, the results from the moderated mediation analysis provided support 
for the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption as a whole.  The conspicuous 
consumption effects of the moderated relationship between each luxury consumer’s (e.g., 
signal sender’s) perception of their audience’s cultural capital and the consumers’ 
cultural capital were mediated by the construal level in which the luxury consumer uses 
to process luxury product cues.  The results of the PROCESS Model 14 (Hayes 2013) 
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indicated that post-construal level (PCL), measured cultural capital (MCC), and the 
perception of the audience’s cultural capital (ACC) had an effect on (in)conspicuous 
consumption (I/CC), as the overall moderated mediation model was significant (f)4, 329) 
= 3.47, p = .01) with an R2 of .04 (see the Overall Model section of Table 73).  
Additionally, as predicted the direct effect of post-construal level on measured cultural 
capital was significant ((f)(1, 332) = 8.84, p < .01; see the PCL Effect on MCC section of 
Table 73).   
TABLE 73: MODERATED MEDIATION MODEL RESULTS 
 
Model F      R2 β SE t p 
Bootstrap 
95% CI 
PCL Effect on MCC 8.84 .03    .00  
     Constant    .86 .86 .99 .32 [ -.84, 2.56] 
     PCL    .44 .15 2.97 .00 [    .15, .74] 
        
Overall Model    
(PCL, MCC, & ACC 
Effects on I/CC) 
 
3.47 
 
.04 
    
.01 
 
    Constant   1.66 .30 5.48 .00 [1.06, 2.25] 
     PCL   -.01 .05 -.25 .80 [  -.11, .09] 
     MCC   .03 .03 .95 .34 [  -.03, .08] 
     ACC   .01 .15 .09 .93 [  -.29, .32] 
     MCC x ACC   .05 .04 1.32 .19 [  -.02, .12] 
Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients. Bootstrap sample = 5,000.                                             
Standard Error (SE); Confidence Interval (CI); Post-Construal Level (PCL); Measured Cultural Capital 
(MCC); Audience Cultural Capital (ACC).  Estimates calculated using PROCESS Model 14. 
 
 
Results from the moderated mediation model showed that the Triple C Model of 
(In)Conspicuous Consumption can be used to predict whether certain luxury consumers 
will choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption (see Figure 
29).  Participant’s predicted choice to engage in conspicuous or inconspicuous 
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consumption was 1.66 – (.01 x PCL) + (0.03 x MCC) + (.01 x ACC) + (.05 x (MCC x 
ACC)) when participants could choose to use one of three luxury designer handbags.  
Since Bag 1 was the conspicuous option and Bags 2 and 3 were the inconspicuous 
options, higher scores for I/CC correspond to a higher likelihood to choose to use the 
inconspicuous bag.  Therefore, the co-efficients in the model indicate that as the sender 
PCL decreases (e.g., shifts from a higher to a lower construal level) and the sender MCC 
and ACC increases, the likelihood to choose an inconspicuous bag also increases.   
FIGURE 29: MODERATED MEDIATION MODEL RESULTS 
 
 
Follow up analyses were then conducted to understand the direct, conditional, and 
conditional indirect effects of the model.  First, and as expected, the direct effects of PCL 
on I/CC did not reach significance as the p value was above the .05 threshold for a chance 
result and the confidence interval for this direct relationship crossed zero (β = -.01, SE = 
.05, t(334) = -.25, p = NS, 95% CI = -.11 to .09; see Direct Effects section of Table 74 
and Figure 29 again). Next, the results from examining the conditional effects revealed 
that indirect effects of post-construal level through the sender’s measured cultural capital 
were contingent upon the different levels of their perception of the audience’s cultural 
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capital.  As previously discussed earlier in this chapter, while there were no interaction 
effects between MCC and ACC at the total level, results of the conditional effects of 
MCC moderated at low and high levels of ACC revealed that there were significant 
differences among those who perceived their audience to have a high amount of cultural 
capital (t(163) = 2.91, p < .01; see Table 67 again and the Conditional Effect section of 
Table 74). 
Finally, the conditional indirect effects of PCL on I/CC as mediated by MCC and 
moderated by ACC showed that the indirect effect of post-construal level on product use 
(either conspicuous or inconspicuous) through sender MCC was conditional upon the 
sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital (see Conditional Indirect Effect 
section of Table 74). This section of the table displays the indirect effects according to 
low and high levels of ACC. The findings showed that the indirect effect of post-
construal level via sender MCC were stronger when the sender perceived the audience to 
have a higher amount of cultural capital. The indirect effect of PCL via MCC was 
significant for those in the high ACC condition (β = .03, SE = .02, 95% CI = .01 to .07).  
As expected, the indirect effect was not significant for those in the low ACC condition (β 
= .01, SE = .01, 95% CI = -.01 to .04).  Taken together with the overall model results, 
the moderated mediation analysis revealed those in the lower (more concrete) construal 
level with higher cultural capital tend to choose to engage in inconspicuous consumption 
when they construe luxury products at a lower (more concrete) level and perceive their 
audience to have a higher amount of cultural capital.    
 
 
241 
 
TABLE 74:  DIRECT & INDIRECT EFFECTS OF THE                             
MODERATED MEDIATION MODEL 
  
Type of Effect Effect SE t p 
Bootstrap 95% 
CI 
Direct Effect        
(PCL effect on I/CC) 
 
-.01 
 
.05 
 
-.25 
 
.80 
 
[-.11, .09] 
      
Conditional Effect 
(MCC effect of I/CC 
moderated by ACC) 
 
 
 
    
     Low ACC .03 .03 .94 .34 [-.03, .08] 
     High ACC .07 .03 2.91 .00 [ .02, .12] 
      
Conditional Indirect 
Effect (PCL effect on 
I/CC is mediated by  
MCC is moderated 
by ACC)  
     
     ACC Low .01 .01   [-.01, .04] 
     ACC High .03 .02   [ .01, .07] 
Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients. Bootstrap sample = 5,000.                                             
Standard Error (SE); Confidence Interval (CI); Post-Construal Level (PCL); Measured Cultural Capital 
(MCC); Audience Cultural Capital (ACC).  Estimates calculated using PROCESS Model 14. 
 
 
H3 Tests: Predicted Effects of the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption.  To further examine the results of the theoretical model and confirm the 
predicted pattern of effects of construal level on luxury consumers, I conducted analyses 
to examine the product use (either conspicuous or inconspicuous; I/CC) among those who 
initially construed luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level.  First, I classified 
participants who scored a total of less than or equal to 38 across the seven pre-HBA 
BIF_LCL measures, meaning that they scored lower on the lower construal level scale, as 
those who initially operated in the higher construal level.  The cutoff value of 38 is 
consistent with HBA BIF_LCL scores from higher construal participants from prior 
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studies.  Next, participants were classified based on whether they underwent the construal 
level manipulation (e.g., whether they received the Covert (induce LCL) or Control 
(remain in HCL) version of the blog post) and then by which ACC condition they 
received (low or high; see Table 75 for cell sizes).   
 
TABLE 75: CELL SIZES BASED CONSTRUAL LEVEL MANIPULATION 
CONDITION & ACC CONDITION CLASSIFICATION AMONG INITIALLY HCL 
PARTICIPANTS 
 
         Construal Level Manipulation Condition 
 Covert (LCL) Control (HCL) 
ACC Classification n    % n % 
     Low 29 41.43 34 55.74 
     High 41 58.57 27 44.26 
Total 70 100.00 61 100.00 
Note: Audience Cultural Capital (ACC); Lower Construal Level (LCL); Higher Construal 
Level (HCL).  
 
If H3a holds, luxury consumers who construe luxury products in a lower (more 
concrete) level, will have a higher amount of cultural capital.  In turn, if they perceive 
their audience’s cultural capital to be relatively lower, they will be more likely to engage 
in conspicuous (versus inconspicuous) consumption.  As expected, results among those 
who underwent the construal level manipulation (e.g., they received the Covert (induce 
LCL) version of the blog post) were significant (χ2(1, n = 70) = 8.24, p < .01; see Table 
76).  Results revealed that as expected, among those who did undergo the construal level 
manipulation and perceived their audience’s cultural capital as relatively lower (e.g., they 
were in the low ACC condition) were more likely to choose to use the conspicuous bag 
over the inconspicuous bag (69% vs. 31%, Z = 2.89, p < .01; see Figure 30a).  Taken 
together with the earlier results from this study and prior studies, regarding the 
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relationship between lower (more abstract) construal level and higher cultural capital, 
H3a was supported.   
If H3b holds, luxury consumers who construe luxury products in a lower (more 
concrete) level, and thus, have a higher amount of cultural capital, but perceive their 
audience’s cultural capital to be to be sufficiently higher, will be more likely to engage in 
inconspicuous (versus conspicuous) consumption.  As expected, results among those who 
did undergo the construal level manipulation and perceived their audience’s cultural 
capital as sufficiently higher (e.g., they were in the high ACC condition) were more 
likely to choose to use the inconspicuous bag over the conspicuous bag (66% vs. 34%, Z 
= 2.87, p < .01; see Figure 30a again).  These results coupled with the earlier results from 
this and prior studies, regarding the inverse relationship between lower (more abstract) 
construal level and higher cultural capital, support H3b.     
Finally if H3c holds, participants who remained in the higher construal because 
they did not undergo the construal level manipulation (e.g., they received the Control 
(remain in HCL) version of the blog post), will have a lower amount of cultural capital.  
Therefore, regardless of their perception of their audience’s cultural capital (either lower 
or higher), they will be more likely to engage in conspicuous (over inconspicuous) 
consumption.  Results among those who did not undergo the construal level manipulation 
(e.g., they received the Control blog post), revealed that the differences between 
conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption were not significant overall between the 
two ACC conditions (χ2(1, n = 61) = 1.57, p = NS; see Table 76).  Additional analysis 
showed the expected pattern was confirmed among those who did not undergo the 
construal level manipulation (e.g., they received the Control (remain in HCL) version of 
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the blog post) and perceived their audience’s cultural capital as relatively lower (e.g., 
they were in the low ACC condition).  Those in this group were more likely to choose to 
use the conspicuous bag over the inconspicuous bag (68% vs. 32%, Z = 2.91, p < .01; see 
Figure 30b).  Conversely, among those who did not undergo the construal level 
manipulation (e.g., they received the Control (remain in HCL) version of the blog post) 
and perceived their audience’s cultural capital as sufficiently higher (e.g., they were in 
the high ACC condition), the difference between the use of the conspicuous bag or the 
inconspicuous bag did not reach significance (52% vs. 48%, Z = .27, p = NS; see Figure 
30b again).  These findings indicated that H3c was not fully supported. 
TABLE 76:  H3 TESTS – CONSTRUAL LEVEL AND ACC EFFECT ON 
(IN)CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION   
 
  ACC Condition  
 Low  High   
Consumption Choice 
by Construal Level 
Condition  
n % 
 
n % χ2 
Cramer’s 
V 
Covert  
          Conspicuous  
 
20 
 
68.97 
  
14 
 
34.15 
 
8.24* 
 
.34 
          Inconspicuous  9 31.03  27 65.85   
Control         
          Conspicuous  23 67.65  14 51.85 1.57 .16 
          Inconspicuous  11 32.35  13 48.15   
Note: Audience Cultural Capital (ACC).  Covert = induce LCL condition.  Control = remain in 
HCL condition.  Lower Construal Level (LCL) and Higher Construal Level (HCL). *p < .01. 
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FIGURE 30a: COVERT (LCL) CONDITION RESULTS FOR (IN)CONSPICUOUS 
CONSUMPTION BY AUDIENCE CULTURAL CAPITAL CONDITION 
 
 
 
FIGURE 30b: CONTROL (HCL) CONDITION RESULTS FOR (IN)CONSPICUOUS 
CONSUMPTION BY AUDIENCE CULTURAL CAPITAL CONDITION 
   
Demand Artifact Check.  Upon review of the open-ended responses for the 
demand artifact measure, none of the participants provided a response that would indicate 
they understood the real purpose of Study 3.  Five of the participants did provide 
responses that were partially in line with the study’s purpose: “I'm not sure what the 
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purpose of this survey is.  Maybe it has something to do with how we want others to 
perceive us since it's related to status symbols such as designer handbags.” “Judge 
peoples’ knowledge on designer bags and what they think is important about designer 
bags.” “Opinions about people's feelings towards having large symbols or patterns on 
their handbags as well as how important it is for them to have others to see their designer 
handbags.” “To determine if the article the participant read had any sway over what 
type of handbag they would choose for the lunch meeting.” And, “whether people use 
fashion to impress others.”  However, they did not guess the entire purpose.  Other 
responses included suggestions about “recognizing logos” or “how people view designs of 
handbags” but again, they did not indicate that there was a demand issue with the study.  
Therefore, all participants were included for analyses in Study 3 and were included in the 
results reported throughout this section. 
Discussion 
Study 3 was critical to the overall success of and support for the Triple C Model 
of (In)Conspicuous Consumption.  The primary purpose of Study 3 was to test the model 
as a whole and investigate the downstream effects of construal level on luxury consumer 
choice to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Additionally, 
Study 3 was designed to replicate the findings from Studies 1 (H1a-c) and 2 (H2).  Results 
of Study 3 found support for the moderated mediation model and provided support for 
five of seven individual hypotheses presented in this work (H1a, H1c, H2, H3a, and H3b).   
First, Study 3 retested the right side of the model (H1a-c) and replicated most of 
the results from Study 1.  When participants in the high MMC group perceived their 
audience to have a higher amount of cultural capital, they were more likely to engage in 
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inconspicuous consumption, but were just as likely to engage in conspicuous or 
conspicuous consumption when they perceived their audience to have a lower amount of 
cultural capital.  Participants in the low MCC group were more likely to engage in 
conspicuous consumption regardless of whether they perceived their audience’s cultural 
capital as lower or higher. 
Then Study 3 retested the left side of the model (H2) and replicated the results 
from Study 2.  Results from this part of the study (and the Supplemental Study) 
confirmed why different luxury consumers who are both involved in the product category 
and enjoy luxury products have different levels of cultural capital.  As hypothesized, the 
relationship between construal level and cultural capital was inverted, such that those 
who construed luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level had less cultural capital 
than those who construed luxury products in a lower (more concrete) level.  Additionally, 
since construal level was manipulated in Study 3, results find support for causation, such 
that construal level drives cultural captial, not that there is a correlation between construal 
level and cultural captial.  The Supplemental Study also ruled out ELM as an alternative 
explaination for the effects of constual level on cultural captial. 
Finally, Study 3 examined the effectiveness of the model as a whole (both the 
right side and the left side of the model together) and tested the effects changing 
construal level has on (in)conspicuous consumption (H3 a-c).  Results from the study 
indicated that the moderated mediation model as a whole was significant.  These results 
indicated that the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption can be used to 
understand how construal level, sender cultural capital, and the sender’s perception of 
their audience’s cultural capital work together to influence whether the sender will 
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choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Luxury 
consumers who initially construed luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level 
shifted their construal to a lower (more concrete) level, and thus had higher cultural 
capital, were more likely to engage in inconspicuous consumption if they perceived that 
their audience also has a higher amount of cultural capital, and were more likely to 
engage in conspicuous consumption if they perceived that their audience had a lower 
amount of cultural capital.  Luxury consumers who did not change the level in which they 
construed luxury products (they remained in the higher (more abstract) construal level), 
and thus had lower cultural capital, were more likely to engage in conspicuous 
consumption if they perceived that their audience also has a lower amount of cultural 
capital, but were as likely to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption 
if they perceived that their audience had a higher amount of cultural capital.   
  While two of the seven hypotheses were not fully supported in Study 3 (H1b and 
H3c), H1b results were in the hypothesized direction but did not reach significance, likely 
due to the introduction of the construal level manipulation.  H3c results also were in the 
hypothesized direction and significant for those in the low ACC group, but did not reach 
significance in the high ACC group.  Taken together, with the rest of the outcomes from 
hypothesis tests in this study, changing the level in which luxury consumers construe 
luxury products still had a positive impact on their choice to engage in either conspicuous 
or inconspicuous consumption.  The results from this study have shown that luxury 
consumers who initially construe luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level and 
remain in a higher (more abstract) level were significantly more inclined to engage in 
conspicuous over inconspicuous consumption.  However, when luxury consumers who 
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initially construe luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level and change to a lower 
(more abstract) level, the likelihood of engaging in conspicuous consumption over 
inconspicuous consumption was mitigated.  Those who changed their construal level 
were more willing to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  These 
results indicated that the construal level change (from higher to lower) increased the 
chances of the luxury consumer engaging in inconspicuous consumption in the future.  
Changing the preference for or use of inconspicuous over conspicuous luxury products 
will better serve the luxury consumer and the luxury brand simultaneously.  The change 
will help certain luxury consumers better meet their signaling goals of standing out from 
or fitting in with a certain crowd or for mate attraction and retention.  At the same time, 
the change will help the luxury brand sell more of its higher priced products and build 
and maintain its signaling power in the luxury market. 
 
CHAPTER VII:  
DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS & FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
A strong brand is one of a firm’s most powerful assets (Keller and Lehmann 
2003).  Firms spend large amounts of time, energy, and money to build and protect their 
brand to create mental and emotional connections with their consumers and employees, 
differentiate themselves from the competition, and set consumer expectations.  In 
addition, luxury brands also strive to maintain the cornerstones that enable them to 
compete in the luxury market: premium pricing, exclusivity and scarcity, uniqueness, and 
identifiable brand markers, symbols, and logos.  Just as firms use brands, so do 
consumers.  Consumers use brands to signal desirable messages about themselves to 
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others, particularly when it comes to wealth, status, success, and conspicuous 
consumption of luxury products.   
Discussion 
The two primary research streams in the conspicuous consumption domain 
present different perspectives for why consumers would engage in this type of 
consumption: for either social stratification or evolutionary purposes.  Yet, both streams 
describe the process of conspicuous consumption in the same way.  According to work in 
both streams, conspicuous consumption is the public use or display of high-end luxury 
products (a.k.a. status symbols) to signal others (O’Cass and Frost 2002).   
While it was once “in vogue” for some luxury consumers to display their wealth 
and communicate their status via public display of conspicuous luxury products, recent 
research shows that some luxury consumers are moving away from more ostentatious 
versions of these status-laden products with obvious branding elements.  Instead, they are 
moving toward new inconspicuous versions of luxury products that are harder to identify 
and imitate, as some luxury consumers no longer consider overt displays of wealth as 
status symbols.  These consumers are turning to luxury products that convey wealth or 
signal their desired messages in more subtle and sophisticated ways (Chaudhuri and 
Majumdar 2006).  They are using inconspicuous consumption to differentiate themselves 
through taste and intellectual efforts (Bourdieu 1984; Patsiaouras and Fitchett 2012) as a 
means to fit in with (bandwagon effect) or stand out from (snob effect) certain crowds.  
So if “no brand is the new brand,” how and when do luxury brands and luxury consumers 
create and use these less obvious brand cues to communicate with or signal to their 
desired audiences? 
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While there is evidence of the shift from conspicuous to inconspicuous 
consumption in the luxury market, the concept of inconspicuous consumption is still 
relatively new to the marketing field.  There has been limited work to-date in this 
domain. Additionally, the extant literature examines conspicuous and inconspicuous 
consumption separately.  Thus, the literature does not take into account that the same 
luxury consumer may be facing a decision to engage in either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous consumption as part of the same choice set.  Therefore, the primary 
purpose of this research was to build on the academy’s limited understanding of how 
hidden (inconspicuous) product cues, signals, and symbols only decipherable by certain 
consumers are affecting luxury consumer choices and investigate how conspicuous and 
inconspicuous consumption operate together to influence luxury consumer behavior. 
As new consumer preferences emerge, different consumer segments will begin to 
form.  In turn, luxury brands are designing new product offerings to capture the hearts 
and wallets of various luxury consumer segments.  The challenge here is luxury brand 
managers and scholars must understand how to properly segment the luxury market to 
successfully target and position the right luxury product (either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous) to the right luxury consumer segment (Dubois and Paternault 1995).  
Whether shopping for or using luxury designer handbags or other luxury products, the 
question remains: under which circumstances will luxury consumers choose to engage in 
inconspicuous consumption versus conspicuous consumption as a means to communicate 
their desired messages?  Additionally, what influences their motivations to use one 
communication style over the other? Moreover, why do some luxury consumers have the 
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requisite knowledge to recognize and interpret these hidden (inconspicuous) signals while 
other luxury consumers do not?   
There is a sizeable amount of overlap between the various motivations for both 
conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption.  Of the 14 motivations the extant literature 
attribute to conspicuous consumption, marketing scholars also attribute eight of those 
motivations to inconspicuous consumption, including public display/signaling, self-
identity, quality, price, prestige/status-seeking, wealth or success, uniqueness, and 
intrinsic and extrinsic motives.  The insight that more than half of the motivations for 
conspicuous consumption are also motivations for inconspicuous consumption uncovers 
a gap in the (in)conspicuous consumption literature.  If a number of the motivations for 
conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption are blurred, meaning that many of the 
motivations for conspicuous consumption are the same for inconspicuous consumption, 
then how and when can the marketing academy and luxury brands accurately understand 
and predict which luxury consumers will engage in (in)conspicuous consumption?  This 
unanswered question leads to the need for more research in this area.  The growing 
complexity and fragmentation of the luxury brand market, coupled with the choices many 
luxury consumers now face when selecting their luxury products, presents an opportunity 
for the marketing academy and luxury marketing practitioners to expand their current, 
and in some cases outdated, perspective of the luxury market.   
 One common characteristic present throughout the existing (in)conspicuous 
consumption literature is the assumption that a luxury consumer will continue to be more 
likely to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption regardless of 
different situational factors.  The reason for this stems from the academy’s investigation 
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of individual differences among various luxury consumers.  For example, the existing 
literature examines how individual differences in a luxury consumer’s wealth, power, 
need for status or uniqueness, or identity needs influence his or her likelihood to engage 
in (in)conspicuous consumption.  However, the existing research does not contemplate 
the idea that it is likely that situational factors, such as to whom the luxury consumer is 
trying to signal—perceptions of their audience (or signal receivers)—also can play a 
critical role in, or change, the luxury consumer’s preference for either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous products under different circumstances.   
Additionally, prior literature attempts to create a clear distinction between the 
typologies for conspicuous and inconspicuous consumers.  Recent research shows the 
lines between the motivations for luxury consumption are not black and white.  There are 
shades of gray.  It then follows that the typologies put forth by prior research are not 
black and white either.  It is likely that there are instances in which the same luxury 
consumer may choose to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption 
depending on certain situational factors.  Moreover, this choice is not based solely on 
individual differences of the luxury consumer but based on a combination of individual 
differences and other situational factors, such as luxury consumers’ perception of their 
audience.  It is likely that the same luxury consumer will choose to engage in 
conspicuous consumption in one situation and choose to engage in inconspicuous 
consumption in another situation.  Therefore, this work investigated the following 
questions. 
1. What role do situational factors such as the luxury consumer’s perception of 
their audience play in the use of conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury 
products? 
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2. Which factors help luxury consumers recognize the difference between 
conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products?   
3. Under what conditions can marketers change luxury consumer preferences for 
and use of conspicuous and inconspicuous luxury products? 
 
To examine the first two research questions posed here, this work introduced 
cultural capital and construal level as the theoretical underpinnings for a proposed 
integrative model, the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption.  The proposed 
model purported that that construal level is the antecedent to the amount of the sender’s 
cultural capital, and that the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital 
moderates the relationship between the effect of the sender’s cultural capital and their use 
of either conspicuous or inconspicuous luxury products.   To examine the third research 
question, a series of predicted effects of the proposed Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption were presented and tested.   
Study 1 
First, this work investigated the set of hypotheses pertaining to the effects the 
relationship between the sender’s cultural capital (e.g., the knowledge to know the 
difference between seemingly plain and inconspicuously branded luxury products) and 
their perception of their audience’s cultural capital has on the choice to engage in either 
conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  H1a-c hypothesized that the sender’s 
perception of their audience’s cultural capital moderates the relationship between the 
effect of the sender’s cultural capital and their choice for either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous luxury products.  Results from Study 1 showed that both the luxury 
consumers’ (signal senders’) cultural capital and the perceived cultural capital of their 
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audience have an effect on whether they will choose to engage in either conspicuous or 
inconspicuous consumption.   
Luxury consumers (signal senders) with higher cultural capital were more likely 
to engage in inconspicuous consumption when they perceive their audience (signal 
receivers) also to have a higher amount of cultural capital, and to engage in conspicuous 
consumption when they perceive their audience to have a lower amount of cultural 
capital.  However, luxury consumers (signal senders) with lower cultural capital were 
more likely to engage in conspicuous consumption regardless of their perception of their 
audience’s amount of cultural capital.  Results from Study 1 supported for H1a-c and 
demonstrated that the right side of the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption 
can be used to predict luxury consumption.  These findings can be used to broaden the 
academy’s understanding of the circumstances in which certain luxury consumers will 
choose to engage in inconspicuous versus conspicuous consumption in a single use 
setting.  Additionally, these findings help luxury brand managers understand the 
differences in luxury consumer segments, which they can then use to create better 
pairings of the right luxury products with the right luxury consumer segment.   
Study 2 
Next, this work examined the proposed relationship between cultural capital and 
construal level as an explanation for why some luxury consumers have more cultural 
capital than others do.  For consumers to recognize and then interpret product cues, they 
must first acknowledge the product cue and activate some stored knowledge that relates 
to it.  Then, consumers will use their knowledge and past experiences to categorize the 
input and organize it into several different pieces of stored information (Higgins 2000).  
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According to construal level theory, consumers can process these pieces of stored 
information in either lower (more concrete) or higher (more abstract) construal levels to 
identify and interpret product cues (Kim and John 2008; Liberman, Trope Wakslak 2007; 
Vallacher and Wegner 1989).   
H2 hypothesized that in the luxury domain, construal level is an antecedent to 
cultural capital and that the relationship between construal level and cultural capital is 
inverted, such that luxury consumers who construe luxury products in a lower (more 
concrete) construal level will have more cultural capital than luxury consumers who 
construe luxury product in a higher (more abstract) construal level.  Results of Study 2 
confirmed that differences in the amount of cultural capital among luxury consumers 
were driven by whether these consumers construe luxury products at higher (more 
abstract) levels or lower (more concrete) levels.  Luxury consumers who construed 
luxury products at a lower (more concrete) level had significantly more cultural capital 
than luxury consumers who construed luxury products at a higher (more abstract) level.  
Therefore, the results of Study 2 provided support for H2, that construal level 
affected cultural capital and that construal level was inversely related to cultural capital.  
Study 2 also demonstrated that the left side of the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption can be used to influence cultural capital.  Taking the results of Studies 1 
and 2 together, results indicated that luxury consumers who construe luxury products in a 
lower (more concrete) level and have higher cultural capital can be an attractive segment 
for luxury brands to cultivate and grow to protect their luxury brand status.   Therefore, 
Study 3 in this work investigated changing the level in which luxury consumers construe 
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luxury products changed their preferences for and use of conspicuous and inconspicuous 
luxury products. 
Study 3 
Study 3 examined and demonstrated how both the pieces (the left and right side) 
of the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption worked  separately and together 
as a whole to predict and change luxury consumption behavior in certain luxury 
consumers.  First, results from Study 3 replicated the findings from Study 1 and provided 
additional support for H1a and H1c.  While the results of pertaining to H1b did not reach 
significance, they were in the hypothesized direction.  Similar to Study 1 results, the first 
set of results from Study 3 also found that the relationship between the sender’s cultural 
capital and the choice to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption was 
moderated by the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital.   
The second set of results from Study 3 replicated results from Study 2 and 
provided additional support for H2.  By manipulating construal level, results revealed that 
level in which a luxury consumer construes luxury products is an antecedent to the 
amount of cultural capital she has.  Study 3 results also affirmed that the relationship 
between construal level and cultural capital is inversely related. As seen in Study 2, 
luxury consumers who construed luxury products at a lower (more concrete) level had 
significantly more cultural capital than luxury consumers who construed luxury products 
at a higher (more abstract) level.   
Next, Study 3 results confirmed that it was possible to change a luxury 
consumer’s construal level.  In this study, luxury consumers who initially construed 
luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level and were in the experimental (Covert – 
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induce LCL) condition, shifted the level in which they construed luxury products from a 
higher (more abstract) level prior to exposure to the construal level manipulation to a 
lower (more concrete) level after exposure to the construal level manipulation.  As 
expected, the construal levels among those who already construed luxury products in a 
lower (more concrete) level and those who intially construed luxury products in a higher 
(more abstract) level but were not exposed to the construal level manipulation remained 
the same.  Those in an initially lower (more concrete) construal level remained in a lower 
(more concrete) construal level, regardless of if they were exposed to the construal level 
manipulation or not.  Participants in an initially higher (more abstract) construal level and 
were not exposed to the construal level manipulation remained in a higher (more abstract) 
construal level. 
The last set of results from Study 3 sought to provide support for the entire Triple 
C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption (both the right side and the left side of the 
model together) and tested the effects changing construal level has on (in)conspicuous 
consumption (H3 a-c).  Results indicated that the entire moderated mediation model was 
significant.  Therefore, the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption can be used 
to understand how construal level, cultural capital, and the perception of audience 
cultural capital work together to influence whether the luxury consumer will choose to 
engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Luxury consumers who 
initially construed luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level shifted their construal 
to a lower (more concrete) level, and thus had higher cultural capital, were more likely to 
engage in inconspicuous consumption if they perceived that their audience also has a 
higher amount of cultural capital.  However, they were as likely to engage in either 
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conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption if they perceived that their audience had a 
lower amount of cultural capital.  Luxury consumers who did not change the level in 
which they construed luxury products (they remained in the higher (more abstract) 
construal level), and thus had lower cultural capital, were more likely to engage in 
conspicuous consumption if they perceived that their audience also has a lower amount of 
cultural capital, but were as likely to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption if they perceived that their audience had a higher amount of cultural capital.  
These results provided support for two of three hypotheses for H3 (H3a and H3c).  While 
the results pertaining to H3b did not reach significance overall, H3b results were 
significant for those in the low ACC group, but did not reach significance in the high 
ACC group.  Taken together, with the rest of the outcomes from hypothesis tests in Study 
3, changing the level in which luxury consumers construe luxury products still had a 
positive impact on their choice to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption.  Luxury consumers who initially construe luxury products in a higher 
(more abstract) level and remain in a higher (more abstract) level were significantly more 
inclined to engage in conspicuous over inconspicuous consumption.  However, when 
luxury consumers who initially construe luxury products in a higher (more abstract) level 
change to a lower (more abstract) level, the likelihood of engaging in conspicuous 
consumption over inconspicuous consumption was reduced.  Those who changed their 
construal level (from higher to lower) were more willing to engage in either conspicuous 
or inconspicuous consumption.  This result indicates that the construal level change (from 
higher to lower) increased the chances of the luxury consumer engaging in inconspicuous 
consumption in the future.  This shift in preference for or use of inconspicuous over 
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conspicuous luxury products will better serve both the luxury consumer and the luxury 
brand.  Certain luxury consumers will better meet their signaling goals when they choose 
to use inconspicuous luxury products instead of conspicuous luxury products.  Luxury 
brands that can get at least some luxury consumers to shift how they think about and 
process luxury products, from a higher to lower construal level, would  benefit from this 
shift because they will sell more of its higher priced products and protect its signaling 
power in the luxury market. 
Contributions to the Marketing Academy  
This work addresses the marketing academy’s lack of knowledge regarding 
motivations for either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption (a.k.a. the 
conspicuousness conundrum) and provides three novel contributions to the extant 
literature on conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption.  First, this research builds on 
the academy’s knowledge of inconspicuous consumption in general and is among the first 
to study conspicuous and inconspicuous consumption simultaneously.  In doing so, this 
work broadens its understanding of the circumstances in which certain luxury consumers 
will choose to engage in inconspicuous consumption versus conspicuous consumption in 
a single use setting.  Second, this research identified situational factors that 1) helped 
explain why there is an overlap between many of the motivations for conspicuous and 
inconspicuous consumption and 2) were useful for reducing the gap in the academy’s 
understanding of when the same luxury consumer will choose to engage in either 
conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Third, this work introduced and tested a 
new theoretical model, the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption, that can be 
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used to predict (and change) luxury consumption behavior among certain luxury 
consumers.   
Practical Implications for Luxury Brand Marketers  
 First, this work helps luxury brand marketers better understand and predict under 
which circumstances luxury consumers will choose to consume or use either conspicuous 
or inconspicuous luxury products.  Second, this work helps luxury brand managers 
deepen their knowledge of the fragmentation of the luxury market and identify 
differences among various luxury consumer segments. In turn, they can use this 
knowledge to design and implement product development, brand-building, in-store and 
online experiences, and sales strategies that focus on pairing the right luxury products 
with the right luxury consumer segment. Third, luxury brand managers can use this work 
to shape the future of the brand’s logo development, size, design and usage, advertising 
and marketing messaging effectiveness, and communication of product offerings (e.g., 
description of product features, exclusivity of product offerings, and brand extensions).   
Luxury brand marketers can put this knowledge to use and create actionable 
strategies for those who work in their corporate office or on the design teams, in-store, 
and online.  To create actionable strategies, the luxury brand should first devise a luxury 
consumer segmentation schema complete with demographic and psychographic 
information, motivations for luxury consumption, methods for creating and maintaining 
knowledge and interest in luxury products/cues, and preference for conspicuous or 
inconspicuous versions of luxury products/cues.  Next, the luxury brand should create 
training programs that educate the corporate and design teams on the various luxury 
consumer segments.  The corporate and design teams could then use the segmentation 
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schema to create the right type of conspicuous and inconspicuous products that will 
appeal to the different luxury consumer segments.   
At the store level, the luxury brand marketers should also create a training 
program for the luxury product salespeople.  This training would not only include the 
same information about the luxury consumer segments that would be shared with the 
corporate and design teams, but also include details about how to obtain and recognize 
both verbal and non-verbal cues provided by the customer.  The salespeople could obtain 
verbal cues by using probing questions to ascertain if the customer is more interested in 
conspicuously or inconspicuously branded products. Some examples of these questions 
include “what are some of your favorite features of our products?”  “Do you prefer items 
in from our product line that are more well-known or less well-known?” Then try to 
understand what the customer is interested in purchasing along with where and when he 
or she intends to use the item. 
Training on the non-verbal cues could include educating the salespeople on how 
to recognize and interpret inconspicuous products and product cues from other luxury 
brands, essentially to increase the salespeople’s cultural capital of other luxury brands.  
Learning to identify and correctly interpret the inconspicuous product cues of other 
luxury brands will help the salespeople categorize the customer as a potential target for 
the brand’s inconspicuous products.   The same type of salesperson training and segment 
profiling could be adapted for online sales via the luxury brand’s website and the use of 
an online sales consultant or virtual brand ambassador.  Creating a segmentation schema 
and training the luxury brand employees who work in the corporate office, in store, and 
online to identify and interpret the verbal and non-verbal cues will enable luxury brand 
263 
 
marketers and salespeople to determine which segment the customer is likely to fit into 
and adjust their marketing and selling strategy accordingly.    
Limitations & Future Research Directions   
While this work provides novel and meaningful contributions to both the 
marketing academy and luxury marketing practitioners, this work does have limitations.  
First, this work was conducted only among females.  As the conspicuous consumption 
literature points out, males also have an interest in and engage in luxury consumption 
behavior.  Therefore, male luxury consumption behavior also should be examined in the 
future.  A second limitation was that the same focal product, luxury designer handbags, 
were used in all the studies in this work.  While luxury designer handbags were a good fit 
given the research sample and subject matter of this work, other gender-neutral luxury 
products should be explored to expand the current findings beyond a single product 
category.  Some other luxury products that have both conspicuously and inconspicuously 
branded options for both males and females include clothing, sunglasses, shoes, and 
watches.  Finding the same effects within other product categories will further strengthen 
the support for the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption.   
Another limitation to this work was that all luxury consumption behavior was 
studied via a hypothetical scenario presented in an online study.  As a result, the Triple C 
Model of (In)Conspicuous Consumption was only tested in theory.  While online surveys 
are an acceptable method for data collection, studying consumer behavior, and model 
testing, online surveys do not convey the same sense of “real-life” as other data collection 
methods that capture behavior in a more natural, realistic setting.  Therefore, to enhance 
the external validity of the model, more natural face-to-face forms of data collection, 
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ideally in the form of a field study, should be considered in the next iteration of this 
research.  
Finally, measuring and potentially manipulating mood in future studies also 
would be an important next step.  Continuing to enhance our understanding of the 
relationship between construal level, cultural capital, and (in)conspicuous consumption 
and layering on the influence of luxury consumer mood at time of the product use could 
further advance this research.  Other suggestions for future research that extend this work 
for both the marketing academy and luxury brand marketers include the exploration of 
boundary conditions for the model effects and the examination of how luxury 
brand/discount retail collaborations or partnerships affect the level in which luxury 
consumers construe luxury products.  Two potential boundary conditions to the model 
worthy of exploration include gender effects and (luxury) brand personality.  As some of 
the conspicuous consumption literature suggested, females tend to engage in luxury 
consumption to satisfy their social stratification motives (to fit in with or stand out from 
certain people).  Conversely, males tend to engage in luxury consumption to satisfy their 
evolutionary motives (to attract or retain a mate).  Taken together with the results of the 
model presented in this work, gender effects could attenuate the effects of the model, 
particularly in males, and act as a boundary condition for the model.  This logic follows 
because female social stratification motives should still activate the moderating effects of 
the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital on the relationship between the 
sender’s cultural capital and the choice to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
consumption.  On the other hand, male evolutionary motives should not activate the 
moderating effects of the sender’s perception of their audience’s cultural capital on the 
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relationship between the sender’s cultural capital and the choice to engage in either 
conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Males should remain more likely to engage 
in conspicuous consumption over inconspicuous consumption.  As the literature in this 
stream points out, males with evolutionary motives will gravitate toward the flashy (more 
conspicuous) luxury products to generate attention of potential and current mates.  
Additional work in this area can build on both streams of the conspicuous consumption 
literature while also identifying circumstances in which the model would not be useful in 
predicting (or changing) luxury consumption behavior.      
A second boundary condition worth investigating is whether luxury brand 
personalities mitigate (or reverse) the moderating effects on the sender’s perception of 
their audience’s cultural capital on the relationship between the sender’s cultural capital 
and the choice to engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  Prior 
research in the brand personality domain discusses that firms and consumers alike imbue 
brands with human-like qualities that bring brands to life and create a brand voice.  In 
these instances, the firms and consumers describe the brands using human traits (e.g., fun 
or outgoing) instead of functional attributes (e.g., easy-to-use, fast shipping, or 
reasonably priced).   Therefore, measuring luxury brand personalities on Aaker’s (1997) 
Big Five brand personality scale (sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication, and 
ruggedness) and pairing it with the sender’s perception of the personality of their 
audience could alter the observed effects of the model.  Since each of the five dimensions 
plays a role in contributing to the brand’s image, tonality, and overall style, it stands to 
reason that matching (or pairing) luxury brand personality with the sender’s perception of 
the personality of their audience could lead to different downstream effects than those 
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already observed.  If the luxury brand personality and the sender’s perception of their 
audience are congruent, the downstream effects of the model should hold.  If the luxury 
brand personality and the sender’s perception of their audience are incongruent, then the 
downstream effects of the model could be reversed.  Since the sender’s perception of the 
audience already plays a large role in the Triple C Model of (In)Conspicuous 
Consumption, and personality plays a large role in defining and coveting the brand, 
exploring the relationship between perceived audience personality and brand personality 
would be an interesting extension and test of model effects. 
Taking a step back from the downstream effects of the model and examining how 
luxury brand/discount retail collaborations or partnerships affect the level in which 
luxury consumers construe luxury products is an important next step in extending this 
work.  With new luxury brand/discount retail collaborations or partnerships popping up 
with more regularity, the question becomes, do these partnerships or collaborations help 
or hinder how luxury consumers process product cues for conspicuous and inconspicuous 
luxury products?  Examples of these partnerships or collaborations include Juicy Couture 
products designed exclusively for and sold only at Kohl’s, Lily Pulitzer and Kate Spade 
products sold at discount prices at TJ Maxx, and limited edition, co-branded 
collaborations between luxury brands like Vineyard Vines or Victoria Beckham and 
Target.  As results of the model indicated, the level in which luxury consumers construed 
luxury products inversely affects the amount of cultural capital they have for luxury 
products.  However, if luxury products continue to appear in already product-dense 
(crowded) mass retail stores, this placement may dilute the diagnosticity of luxury 
product cues and desensitize or hinder luxury consumers from recognizing the product 
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cures that impact their cultural capital, potentially due to a form of information overload 
or cognitive load.  As a result, luxury consumers may become even less interested in 
learning about or sensitive to inconspicuous luxury product cues, because they would be 
less likely to construe the luxury products in a lower (more concrete) level.  In turn, if the 
luxury consumers have lower cultural capital already, then they would continue engage in 
conspicuous over inconspicuous consumption.   
Conclusion 
This work helps the academy reconcile why the same motivations for luxury 
consumption influence conspicuous consumption in some circumstances and 
inconspicuous consumption in other circumstances, and predict when a luxury consumer 
will engage in either conspicuous or inconspicuous consumption.  This work also helps 
luxury brand managers understand the differences in various luxury consumer segments 
(those more likely to engage in either conspicuous versus inconspicuous consumption) 
and the motivations behind them.  Luxury brand managers can use this knowledge to 
create better pairings of the right luxury products with the right luxury consumer 
segment.  Luxury brand marketers also can take this new understanding between the 
amount of cultural capital a luxury consumer has and the level in which she construes a 
luxury product and use it to change (increase) the luxury consumer’s likelihood to engage 
inconspicuous (over conspicuous) consumption.  In the end, changing (increasing) the 
luxury consumer’s likelihood to engage inconspicuous (over conspicuous) consumption 
helps the luxury consumer better meet their status (signaling) goals, and helps the luxury 
brand sell a higher priced, more prestigious item, which builds the brand’s caché and 
protects its signaling power.  
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APPENDICES 
 
Appendix A: Handbag Images for Study 1_Pre-Test 1 
 
 
Note: Designer brand names shown here for reference only.  The designer brand names were removed 
before conducting the pre-test with the participants. 
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Appendix B: Handbag Images for Study 1_Pre-Test 2  
 
 
Note: Designer brand names shown here for reference only.  The designer brand names were removed 
before conducting the pre-test with the participants. 
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Appendix C: Modified Subjective Knowledge Measures for Study 1_Pre-Test 2 & Study 
1 
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Appendix D: Audience Cultural Capital Manipulation Scenarios for Study 1_Pre-Test 3 
& Studies 1 and 3 
 
Low Cultural Capital Audience Condition:  Imagine you are getting ready to have lunch 
with a small group of people.  You want to make sure you are dressed to impress.  While 
deciding what to wear to lunch, you are trying to choose just the right handbag for the 
occasion; a handbag that you know will impress the other people attending the 
lunch.  The people at lunch know very little about the most expensive and prestigious 
designer handbags.  You want them to recognize the handbag you bring and admire that 
you are fashion-savvy.   
 
High Cultural Capital Audience Condition:  Imagine you are getting ready to have lunch 
with a small group of people.  You want to make sure you are dressed to impress.  While 
deciding what to wear to lunch, you are trying to choose just the right handbag for the 
occasion; a handbag that you know will impress the other people attending the 
lunch.  The people at lunch know a lot about and appreciate the most expensive and 
prestigious designer handbags.  You want them to recognize the handbag you bring and 
admire that you are fashion-savvy.  
 
 
  
290 
 
Appendix E: Perceived Audience Cultural Capital Manipulation Check Measures for 
Study 1_Pre-Test 3 & Studies 1 and 3 
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Appendix F: Handbag Options for Study 1_Pre-Test 4 
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Appendix G: Study 1 Instrument  
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item 
Measure
-ment 
Source 
Cronbach's 
α 
Screeners 
1 
Primary 
Language 
To begin the survey, please 
indicate your primary 
language 
English 
    
2 Spanish 
3 Russian 
4 
Mandari
n 
5 Hindi 
6 French 
7 Italian 
8 Arabic 
9 Other 
1 
Gender Please indicate your gender 
Male 
    2 Female 
1 
Age Please provide your age. 
Open-
Ended     
Primary Measures 
1 
Attitudes Toward 
Status 
Consumption  
(ATSC) 
Using high status products 
allows me to be popular 
among my friends and 
colleagues. 
7-point 
Likert 
scale 
from 1 = 
strongly 
disagree 
to 7 = 
strongly 
agree 
Modified 
from 
O'Cass 
and 
McEwen 
(2004) 
α = .94 
2 
I like to use some products 
in the presence of others. 
3 
When others see me using 
status products, I gain their 
respect. 
4 
I would buy a product to be 
noticed by others. 
5 
When you pay more for a 
product because of its 
status, others should see 
me using it. 
6 
I use some products to 
show others who I am. 
1 
Status 
Consumption 
Scale                               
(a.k.a. the Need 
for Status Scale; 
NFS) 
I would buy a product just 
because it has status. 
7-point 
Likert 
scale 
from 1 = 
strongly 
disagree 
to 7 = 
strongly 
agree 
Modified 
from 
Eastman, 
Goldsmith
, and 
Flynn 
(1999) 
α = .93 
2 
I am interested in new 
products with status. 
3 
I would pay more for a 
product if it had status. 
4 
A product is more valuable 
to me if it has an elite feel 
to it. 
Cultural Capital Measures 
1 
Self-Reported 
Subjective 
I am knowledgeable about 
the most popular designer 
handbags. 
7-point 
Likert 
scale 
Modified 
from 
Flynn and 
α = .93 
293 
 
2 
Knowledge Scale                                             
(proxy for SRCC) 
I can tell if a handbag is 
worth the price or not. 
from 1 = 
strongly 
disagree 
to 7 = 
strongly 
agree 
Goldsmith 
(1999) 
3 
I think about designer 
handbags often. 
4 
Designer handbags are 
important to me. 
5 
Most of the people I spend 
time with are 
knowledgeable about the 
most up-to-date designer 
handbags. 
6 
I could use my sense of 
designer handbags as a way 
to impress others. 
7 
I know how to judge the 
quality of a handbag. 
8 
I know enough about 
handbags to feel confident 
when I purchase a 
handbag. 
9 
Among people I know, I’m 
one of the “experts” on 
designer handbags. 
1 
Measured 
Cultural Capital  
(MCC) 
 
Below are the same 
handbags/purses you've 
seen, along with some 
handbags/purses you have 
not seen in this survey. 
Please identify the brand 
(designer) name of the 
handbag/purse pictured 
above. If you don't know, 
please select the "don't 
know" option from the list. 
Drop 
down list 
for each 
bag with 
13 brand 
names 
with 
options 
for 
"other" 
and 
"don't 
know" 
Modified 
from 
Berger 
and Ward 
(2010) 
 
1 
Audience 
Cultural Capital 
Manipulations 
(ACC) 
High CC Condition Randoml
y 
assigned 
to view 
one of 
the two 
condition
s 
Pre-Test 3 
  
 
 
2 Low CC Condition 
1 Audience 
Cultural Capital 
Manipulation 
Check                     
Please indicate 
how much you 
agree with the 
following 
... know a lot about  
designer handbags. 
7-point 
Likert 
scale 
from 1 = 
strongly 
disagree 
to 7 = 
Pre-Test 3 α = .98 2 
... know how to judge the 
quality of designer 
handbags. 
3 
... do not  know about 
designer handbags. 
(negatively worded) 
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4 
statements about 
the people you are 
meeting for lunch 
in the scenario we 
just described.The 
people described 
in                        
this scenario … 
... are “experts” on 
designer handbags. 
strongly 
agree 
5 ... are knowledgeable about 
designer handbags. 
6 
... are knowledgeable about 
the most popular designer 
handbags. 
7 
... can tell if a particular 
designer handbag is worth 
the price or not. 
Dependent Variable & Follow Up Measures 
1 
(In)Conspicuous 
Consumption 
(I/CC) 
Imagine a close friend is 
the one going to the lunch 
scenario we just described.   
 
While getting ready to go, 
she asks your advice on 
which handbag/purse she 
should bring to lunch if she 
is trying to impress the 
people in the scenario. 
 
Which one handbag/purse 
would you recommend she 
bring to lunch? 
Select 
Bag 1, 
Bag 2  or 
Bag 3  
Pre-Tests 
1 & 4 
  
1 
Rationale for 
I/CC 1 
Why would you 
recommend she bring this 
handbag/purse to impress 
the people in the lunch 
scenario? Please be as 
specific as possible. 
Open-
Ended 
  
  
1 
Rationale for 
I/CC 2                           
How much do you 
agree with the 
following 
statements about 
the reasons why 
you would 
recommend she 
bring this 
handbag/purse to 
impress the people 
in the lunch 
scenario? 
 
I would 
recommend this 
handbag because 
… 
...the people at the lunch 
would be able to recognize 
the designer/brand/label of 
this handbag. 
7-point 
Likert 
scale 
from 1 = 
strongly 
disagree 
to 7 = 
strongly 
agree 
  
α = .73 
2 
...I knew it would impress 
the people at the lunch. 
3 ...it is expensive. 
4 
...it is considered a status 
symbol. 
5 ...I like the way it looks. 
6 
...it is functional (i.e. would 
hold everything I need). 
7 
...I prefer this bag over the 
other bag. 
8 
 
...this bag is more 
prestigious than the other 
bags. 
 
Secondary Measures 
1 This handbag is expensive.     
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2 
Handbag Ratings 
(including 
Conspicuous 
Manipulation 
Check) 
 
This handbag has a lot of 
prestige. 
7-point 
Likert 
scale 
from 1 = 
strongly 
disagree 
to 7 = 
strongly 
agree 
3 
This handbag is a status 
symbol. 
4 
This handbag is appealing 
to me. 
5 
I am familiar with the 
designer/brand of this 
handbag. 
6 
This bag prominently 
displays its trademark. (A 
trademark is a distinctive 
brand or designer name, 
symbol, motto, or emblem 
that identifies a product, 
service, or company.) 
7 
Most people would 
recognize the 
designer/brand of this bag. 
8 
Only people who know a 
lot about handbags/purses 
would be able to recognize 
the designer/brand of this 
bag. 
1 
Comparative 
Handbag Ratings                          
Please think about 
the three 
handbags/purses 
shown above.  We 
would like you to 
compare the three 
bags to each other 
by indicating 
which one of the 
three bags is .... 
... more expensive than the 
other bags. 
Select 
Bag 1, 
Bag 2 or 
Bag 3 for 
each 
statement 
  
  
2 
... more prestigious than 
the other bags. 
3 
... more of a status symbol 
than the other bags. 
4 
... more appealing than the 
other bags. 
5 
... more impressive than the 
other bags. 
1 
Attitudes Toward 
Designer 
Handbags 
I enjoy owning designer 
handbags. 
7-point 
Likert 
scale 
from 1 = 
strongly 
disagree 
to 7 = 
strongly 
agree 
    
2 I enjoy shopping for 
designer handbags. 
3 
I prefer handbags that have 
the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
4 
Having the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on the handbag is 
important to me. 
5 
Having the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on handbag helps others 
recognize that it is a 
designer handbag. 
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6 
If I carry my designer 
handbag, I want others to 
recognize that it is a 
designer handbag. 
7 
Handbags that have the 
brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them go out of style 
faster than handbags that 
do not have the 
brand/logo/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
8 
Handbags that do not have 
the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them are more classic or 
iconic than handbags that 
do have the 
brand/logo/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
1 
Designer 
Handbag 
Shopping 
Frequency 
How often do you shop for 
designer handbags/purses? 
Never 
    
Less than 
Once a 
Year 
Once a 
Year 
Several 
Times a 
Year 
Once a 
Month 
More 
Than 
Once a 
Month 
Demand Artifact & Demographics 
1 
Demand Artifact 
Check  
What do you think is the 
purpose of this study? 
Open-
Ended 
  
  
1 
Ethnicity 
How would you best 
describe your ethnicity?  
Please select all that apply. 
African-
America
n 
2 
Asian/Pa
cific 
Islander 
3 
Caucasia
n 
4 Hispanic 
5 Other 
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6 
Prefer 
not to 
answer 
1 
Relationship 
Status 
Which of the following 
best describes your 
relationship status? 
Single 
(not 
dating 
anyone) 
    
2 
In a 
relations
hip but 
not 
married 
(dating 
someone
) 
3 Married 
4 
Separate
d 
5 Divorced 
6 
Widowe
d 
1 
Employment 
Status 
Please indicate your 
current employment status. 
Employe
d part-
time 
    
2 
Employe
d full-
time 
3 
Unemplo
yed/seeki
ng 
employm
ent 
4 Retired 
1 Income 
Please provide your 
personal annual income. 
Your best estimate will 
do. 
Open-Ended 
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Appendix H: Modified Construal Level Measures Study 2_Pre-Test 1 
 
Item 
Number 
Construc
t 
Scale Item Measurement Source 
Cronbach's 
α 
Construal Level Measures 
1 
Fashion 
BIF 
Scale 
We are going to name a 
variety of different parts 
that could make up a 
piece of fashionable 
clothing.        
For each, please indicate 
if most people would 
normally pay more or less 
attention to the item.  Be 
sure to select the one 
point on the scale that 
best fits your answer. You 
may select the one closest 
to the one that best fits 
your answer or any point 
in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Overall style of 
the clothing 
Modified 
from 
Vallacher 
and 
Wegner 
(1989) 
Noticeable  
α = .80 
 
Obvious      
α = .79 
 
Attention    
α = .82 
2 
Overall size of the 
clothing  
3 
Pattern on the 
clothing 
4 
Color of the 
clothing 
5 
Logo on the 
clothing 
6 
Brand name of the 
designer who 
made the clothing 
7 
Stitching on the 
clothing 
8 
Hardware of the 
clothing (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/ribbons/etc.) 
9 
Material of the 
clothing (i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
10 
Overall fit of the 
clothing 
11 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the clothing 
12 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the clothing 
13 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
clothing brand or 
designer  
14 
Hem on the 
clothing  
15 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
clothing 
1 
Handbag 
BIF 
Scale  
Now, we’d like you to 
complete the same tasks 
again.  However, instead 
of thinking about a 
fashionable clothing item 
in general, we'd like you 
Overall style of 
the handbag 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
Overall size of the 
handbag 
3 
Pattern on the 
handbag 
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4 
to indicate if  most people 
would normally pay more 
or less attention to the 
various parts that could 
make up a luxury designer 
handbag/purse. 
Once again, please be 
sure to select the one 
point on the scale that 
best fits your answer. You 
may select the one closest 
to the one that best fits 
your answer or any point 
in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Color on the 
handbag 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Modified 
from 
Vallacher 
and 
Wegner 
(1989) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noticeable  
α = .84 
 
Obvious      
α = .85 
 
Attention    
α = .89 
5 
Logo on the 
handbag 
6 
Brand name of the 
designer who 
made the handbag 
7 
Stitching on the 
handbag 
8 
Hardware of the 
handbag (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/chains/etc.) 
9 
Exterior material 
of the handbag 
(i.e. 
leather/canvas/silk
/etc…) 
10 
Interior material 
of the handbag 
(i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
11 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the handbag 
12 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the handbag 
13 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
handbag brand or 
designer  
14 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
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Appendix I: Modified Construal Level Measures Study 2_Pre-Test 2 
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item Measurement Source 
Cronbach's 
α 
Construal Level Measures 
1 
Fashion BIF 
Scale 
We are going to name a 
variety of different parts 
that could make up a 
piece of fashionable 
clothing.        
For each, please indicate 
if most people would 
normally pay more or 
less attention to the item.  
Be sure to select the one 
point on the scale that 
best fits your answer. 
You may select the one 
closest to the one that 
best fits your answer or 
any point in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Overall style of 
the clothing 
Study 2 
Pre-test 1 
Noticeable  
α = .83 
 
Attention    
α = .85 
2 
Overall size of the 
clothing  
3 
Pattern on the 
clothing 
4 
Color of the 
clothing 
5 
Logo on the 
clothing 
6 
Brand name of the 
designer who 
made the clothing 
7 
Stitching on the 
clothing 
8 
Hardware of the 
clothing (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/ribbons/etc.) 
9 
Material of the 
clothing (i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
10 
Overall fit of the 
clothing 
11 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the clothing 
12 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the clothing 
13 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
clothing brand or 
designer  
14 
Hem on the 
clothing  
15 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
clothing 
1 
Handbag 
BIF Scale  
Now, we’d like you to 
complete the same tasks 
again.  However, instead 
of thinking about a 
fashionable clothing item 
in general, we'd like you 
Overall style of 
the handbag 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
Overall size of the 
handbag 
3 
Pattern on the 
handbag 
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4 
to indicate if most people 
would normally pay 
more or less attention to 
the various parts that 
could make up a luxury 
designer handbag/purse. 
Once again, please be 
sure to select the one 
point on the scale that 
best fits your answer. 
You may select the one 
closest to the one that 
best fits your answer or 
any point in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Color on the 
handbag 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Modified 
from 
Vallacher 
and 
Wegner 
(1989) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noticeable  
α = .83 
 
Attention    
α = .85 
5 
Logo on the 
handbag 
6 
Brand name of the 
designer who 
made the handbag 
7 
Stitching on the 
handbag 
8 
Hardware of the 
handbag (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/chains/etc.) 
9 
Exterior material 
of the handbag 
(i.e. 
leather/canvas/silk
/etc…) 
10 
Interior material 
of the handbag 
(i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
11 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the handbag 
12 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the handbag 
13 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
handbag brand or 
designer  
14 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
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Appendix J: Original 25-Item BIF Scale Used In Study 2_Pre-Test 2 
 
 
Note: Reprinted from: Vallacher, Robin R. and Daniel M. Wegner (1989), “Levels of Personal Agency: 
Individual Variation in Action Identification.,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57(4), 
660–71. 
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Appendix K: HBA BIF_LCL Scale and HCL Scale Measures Study 2_Pre-Test 2 
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item Measurement Source 
Cronbach's 
α 
Construal Level Measures 
1 
Handbag 
Attention 
Lower 
Construal 
Level Only 
(HBA 
BIF_LCL) 
Scale  
We are going to name a 
variety of different parts 
that could make up a 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse.        
 
Please indicate if most 
people would normally pay 
more or less attention to 
the various parts that could 
make up a luxury designer 
handbag/purse. 
Once again, please be sure 
to select the one point on 
the scale that best fits your 
answer. You may select the 
one closest to the one that 
best fits your answer or 
any point in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Stitching on the 
handbag 
Study 2 
Pre-test 1 
α = .77 
2 
Hardware of the 
handbag (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/chains/etc.) 
3 
Interior material 
of the bag (i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
4 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the handbag 
5 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the handbag 
6 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
handbag brand or 
designer  
7 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
1 
Handbag 
Attention 
Higher 
Construal 
Level Only 
(HBA 
BIF_HCL) 
Scale 
We are going to name a 
variety of different parts 
that could make up a 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse.        
 
Please indicate if most 
people would normally pay 
more or less attention to 
the various parts that could 
make up a luxury designer 
handbag/purse. 
Once again, please be sure 
to select the one point on 
the scale that best fits your 
answer. You may select the 
one closest to the one that 
best fits your answer or 
any point in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Overall style of 
the handbag 
Study 2 
Pre-test 1 
α = .85 
2 
Overall size of the 
handbag 
3 
Pattern on the 
handbag 
4 
Color on the 
handbag 
5 
Logo on the 
handbag 
6 
Brand name of the 
designer who 
made the handbag 
7 
Exterior material 
of the handbag 
(i.e. 
leather/canvas/silk
/etc…) 
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Appendix L: Full HBA BIF Scale Measures Study 2_Pre-Test 3 
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item Measurement Source 
Cronbach's 
α 
Construal Level Measures 
1 
Full 
Handbag 
Attention 
(HBA BIF) 
Scale  
We are going to name a 
variety of different parts 
that could make up a 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse.        
 
Please indicate whether 
1) most people and 2) 
you personally would 
normally pay more or 
less attention to the 
various parts that could 
make up a luxury 
designer handbag/purse. 
Once again, please be 
sure to select the one 
point on the scale that 
best fits your answer. 
You may select the one 
closest to the one that 
best fits your answer or 
any point in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Overall style of 
the handbag 
Study 2 
Pre-test 2 
 
 
Most people    
α = .88 
 
I personally 
α = .86  
2 
Overall size of the 
handbag 
3 
Pattern on the 
handbag 
4 
Color on the 
handbag 
5 
Logo on the 
handbag 
6 
Brand name of the 
designer who 
made the handbag 
7 
Stitching on the 
handbag 
8 
Hardware of the 
handbag (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/chains/etc.) 
9 
Exterior material 
of the handbag 
(i.e. 
leather/canvas/silk
/etc…) 
10 
Interior material 
of the handbag 
(i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
11 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the handbag 
12 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the handbag 
13 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
handbag brand or 
designer  
14 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
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Appendix M: HBA BIF_LCL Scale Measures Study 2_Pre-Test 3 
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item Measurement Source 
Cronbach's 
α 
Construal Level Measures 
1 
Handbag 
Attention 
Lower 
Construal 
Level Only 
(HBA 
BIF_LCL) 
Scale  
We are going to name a 
variety of different parts 
that could make up a 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse.        
 
Please indicate whether 1) 
most people and 2) you 
personally would 
normally pay more or less 
attention to the various 
parts that could make up a 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse. 
Once again, please be 
sure to select the one 
point on the scale that 
best fits your answer. You 
may select the one closest 
to the one that best fits 
your answer or any point 
in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Stitching on the 
handbag 
 
Study 2 
Pre-test 2 
 
Most people    
α = .83 
 
I personally 
α = .83 
2 
Hardware of the 
handbag (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/chains/etc.) 
3 
Interior material 
of the bag (i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
4 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the handbag 
5 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the handbag 
6 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
handbag brand or 
designer  
7 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
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Appendix N: Study 2 Instrument  
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item Measurement Source 
Cronbach's 
α 
Screeners 
1 
Primary 
Language 
To begin the survey, 
please indicate your 
primary language 
English 
    
2 Spanish 
3 Russian 
4 Mandarin 
5 Hindi 
6 French 
7 Italian 
8 Arabic 
9 Other 
1 
Gender 
Please indicate your 
gender 
Male 
    
2 Female 
1 Age 
Please provide your 
age. 
Open-Ended     
Status Measures 
1 
Attitudes 
Toward 
Status 
Consumption  
(ATSC) 
Using high status 
products allows me to 
be popular among my 
friends and 
colleagues. 
7-point Likert 
scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree 
to 7 = strongly 
agree 
Study 1 α = .78 
2 
I like to use some 
products in the 
presence of others. 
3 
When others see me 
using status products, 
I gain their respect. 
4 
I would buy a 
product to be noticed 
by others. 
5 
When you pay more 
for a product because 
of its status, others 
should see me using 
it. 
6 
I use some products 
to show others who I 
am. 
Cultural Capital Measures 
1 
Self-
Reported 
Subjective 
Knowledge 
Scale                                             
(proxy for 
SRCC) 
I am knowledgeable 
about the most 
popular designer 
handbags. 
7-point Likert 
scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree 
to 7 = strongly 
agree 
Study 1 α = .91 
2 
I can tell if a handbag 
is worth the price or 
not. 
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3 
I think about designer 
handbags often. 
4 
Designer handbags 
are important to me. 
5 
Most of the people I 
spend time with are 
knowledgeable about 
the most up-to-date 
designer handbags. 
6 
I could use my sense 
of designer handbags 
as a way to impress 
others. 
7 
I know how to judge 
the quality of a 
handbag. 
8 
I know enough about 
handbags to feel 
confident when I 
purchase a handbag. 
9 
Among people I 
know, I’m one of the 
“experts” on designer 
handbags. 
1 
Measured 
Cultural 
Capital 
(MCC) 
Below are the same 
handbags/purses 
you've seen, along 
with some 
handbags/purses you 
have not seen in this 
survey. Please 
identify the brand 
(designer) name of 
the handbag/purse 
pictured above. If 
you don't know, 
please select the 
"don't know" option 
from the list. 
Drop down list for 
each bag with 13 
brand names with 
options for 
"other" and "don't 
know" 
Modified 
from 
Berger and 
Ward 
(2010) 
  
Construal Level Measures 
1 
Handbag 
Attention 
BIF Lower 
Construal 
Level Only 
Scale (HBA 
BIF_LCL) 
We are going to 
name a variety of 
different parts that 
could make up a 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse.        
 
Please indicate if you 
personally would 
normally pay more or 
less attention to the 
various parts that 
could make up a 
Stitching on the 
handbag 
Study 2 
Pre-test 3 
α = .88 
2 
Hardware of the 
handbag (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/chains/etc.) 
3 
Interior material 
of the bag (i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
4 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the handbag 
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5 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse. 
Once again, please be 
sure to select the one 
point on the scale that 
best fits your answer. 
You may select the 
one closest to the one 
that best fits your 
answer or any point 
in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-
point Likert scale 
from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the handbag 
6 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
handbag brand or 
designer  
7 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
Secondary Measures 
1 
Attitudes 
Toward 
Designer 
Handbags 
I enjoy owning 
designer handbags. 
7-point Likert 
scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree 
to 7 = strongly 
agree 
    
2 
I enjoy shopping for 
designer handbags. 
3 
I prefer handbags that 
have the 
brand/designer 
predominantly 
displayed on them. 
4 
Having the 
brand/designer 
predominantly 
displayed on the 
handbag is important 
to me. 
5 
Having the 
brand/designer 
predominantly 
displayed on handbag 
helps others 
recognize that it is a 
designer handbag. 
6 
If I carry my designer 
handbag, I want 
others to recognize 
that it is a designer 
handbag. 
7 
Handbags that have 
the brand/designer 
predominantly 
displayed on them go 
out of style faster 
than handbags that do 
not have the 
brand/logo/designer 
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predominantly 
displayed on them. 
8 
Handbags that do not 
have the 
brand/designer 
predominantly 
displayed on them are 
more classic or iconic 
than handbags that do 
have the 
brand/logo/designer 
predominantly 
displayed on them. 
1 
Number of 
Designer 
Handbags 
Owned 
Approximately, how 
many luxury designer 
handbags/purses do 
you currently own?  
Your best estimate 
will do. 
Open-Ended     
1 
Designer 
Handbag 
Shopping 
Frequency 
How often do you 
shop for designer 
handbags/purses? 
Never 
    
Less than Once a 
Year 
Once a Year 
Several Times a 
Year 
Once a Month 
More Than Once 
a Month 
1 
Max Spend 
on a 
Designer 
Handbag 
Different people are 
willing to spend 
different amounts of 
money on luxury 
designer handbags.  
Please indicate the 
maximum amount of 
money you would be 
willing to spend on 
one luxury designer 
handbag/purse.  
Please provide your 
answer in dollars. 
Open-Ended     
Demographics 
1 
Ethnicity 
How would you best 
describe your 
ethnicity?  Please 
select all that apply. 
African-American 
    
2 
Asian/Pacific 
Islander 
3 Caucasian 
4 Hispanic 
5 Other 
6 
Prefer not to 
answer 
1 
Relationship 
Status 
Which of the 
following best 
Single (not dating 
anyone) 
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2 
describes your 
relationship status? 
In a relationship 
but not married 
(dating someone) 
3 Married 
4 Separated 
5 Divorced 
6 Widowed 
1 
Employment 
Status 
Please indicate your 
current employment 
status. 
Employed part-
time 
    
2 
Employed full-
time 
3 
Unemployed/seek
ing employment 
4 Retired 
1 Income 
Please provide your 
personal annual 
income. Your best 
estimate will do. 
Open-Ended     
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Appendix O: Construal Level Manipulations for Study 3_Pre-Test 1  
 
Covert Condition:  
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Control Condition:  
 
313 
 
Appendix P: Study 3_Construal Level Manipulation Pre-test 1 and 2 Instrument  
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item Measurement Source/Notes 
Screeners 
1 
Primary 
Language 
To begin the survey, 
please indicate your 
primary language 
English 
  
  
2 Spanish 
3 Russian 
4 Mandarin 
5 Hindi 
6 French 
7 Italian 
8 Arabic 
9 Other 
1 
Gender 
Please indicate your 
gender 
Male   
  2 Female 
1 Age Please provide your age. Open-Ended 
  
  
Construal Level Measures & Manipulations  
1 
Pre-Construal 
Measure: 
Handbag 
Attention BIF 
Lower 
Construal 
Level Only 
Scale (HBA 
BIF_LCL) 
We are going to name a 
variety of different parts 
that could make up a 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse.        
 
Please indicate if you 
personally would 
normally pay more or less 
attention to the various 
parts that could make up a 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse. 
Once again, please be 
sure to select the one 
point on the scale that 
best fits your answer. You 
may select the one closest 
to the one that best fits 
your answer or any point 
in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
Stitching on the handbag 
 
Study 2 
 
Note: Used to 
create an 
HBA 
BIF_LCL 
score.  Only 
those with 
scores less 
than or equal 
to 38 will 
continue.  
This  cutoff 
value is 
consistent 
with scores 
from higher 
construal 
participants 
from Study 2 
 
2 
Hardware of the handbag 
(i.e. buttons / grommets / 
chains/etc.) 
3 
Interior material of the 
bag (i.e. cotton / silk / 
leather / etc…) 
4 
Position or style of the 
zippers on the handbag 
5 
Position or style of the 
pockets on the handbag 
6 
Subtle detail that is 
specific to the handbag 
brand or designer  
7 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
1 
Construal 
Level 
Manipulations 
In the next part of the 
study, we are going to 
show you a recent luxury 
fashion article.  This 
article will be published 
Covert Condition 
Randomly 
assigned to 
view one or 
the other 
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2 
before the start of the 
upcoming fall season.   
 
Please read the article 
completely.  Once you 
have finished reading the 
article, we are going to 
ask you a few questions 
about it. 
Control Condition 
1 
Construal 
Level 
Manipulation 
Check 1 
Please indicate how much 
you agree with the 
following statements. 
 
The main point of the 
article was about ... 
the lack of logos on 
some fall handbags. 
Study 3 
Construal 
Level 
Manipulation 
Pre-tests 1 & 
2 
 
2 
the obvious use of logos 
on some fall handbags. 
 
3 hot new fall handbags.  
4 the new fall colors.  
5 
transitioning wardrobe  
from summer to fall. 
 
6 
how to select a fall 
handbag. 
 
7 
what to wear with a fall 
handbag. 
 
8 
how to pair fall colors 
with summer colors. 
 
1 
Construal 
Level 
Manipulation 
Check 2 
Please indicate how much 
you agree with the 
following statements. 
 
The article I just read was 
… 
Enjoyable Study 3 
Construal 
Level 
Manipulation 
Pre-tests 1 & 
2 
2 Easy to read 
3 Interesting 
4 Informative 
5 Entertaining  
1 
Post-Construal 
Measure: 
Handbag 
Attention BIF 
Lower 
Construal 
Level Only 
Scale (HBA 
BIF_LCL) 
We are going to name the 
different parts that could 
make up a luxury designer 
handbag/purse again. 
     
Now that you thought 
more about the different 
parts of a luxury designer 
handbag/purse, please 
indicate if you personally 
would normally pay more 
or less attention to the 
various parts that could 
make up a luxury designer 
handbag/purse after 
thinking more about them. 
Stitching on the handbag 
 
Study 2 
 
2 
Hardware of the handbag 
(i.e. buttons / grommets / 
chains/etc.) 
3 
Interior material of the 
bag (i.e. cotton / silk / 
leather / etc…) 
4 
Position or style of the 
zippers on the handbag 
5 
Position or style of the 
pockets on the handbag 
6 
Subtle detail that is 
specific to the handbag 
brand or designer  
7 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
Measured Cultural Capital Measure 
1 
Measured 
Cultural 
Capital  
(MCC) 
 
In this final task, we'd like 
you to identify the brand 
(designer) name of these 
eight handbags/purses. 
 
Drop down list for each 
bag with 13 brand names 
with options for "other" 
and "don't know" 
Study 1 
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Please identify the brand 
(designer) name of the 
handbag/purse pictured 
above. If you don't know, 
please select the "don't 
know" option from the 
list. 
Secondary Measures 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attitudes 
Toward 
Designer 
Handbags 
I enjoy owning designer 
handbags. 
7-point Likert scale from 
1 = strongly disagree to 
7 = strongly agree 
  
  
2 
I enjoy shopping for 
designer handbags. 
3 
I prefer handbags that 
have the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
4 
Having the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on the handbag is 
important to me. 
5 
Having the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on handbag helps others 
recognize that it is a 
designer handbag. 
6 
If I carry my designer 
handbag, I want others to 
recognize that it is a 
designer handbag. 
7 
Handbags that have the 
brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them go out of style 
faster than handbags that 
do not have the 
brand/logo/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
8 
Handbags that do not 
have the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them are more classic 
or iconic than handbags 
that do have the 
brand/logo/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
1 
Number of 
Designer 
Handbags 
Owned 
Approximately, how 
many luxury designer 
handbags/purses do you 
currently own?  Your best 
estimate will do. 
Open-Ended 
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1 
Max Spend on 
a Designer 
Handbag 
Different people are 
willing to spend different 
amounts of money on 
luxury designer handbags.  
Please indicate the 
maximum amount of 
money you would be 
willing to spend on one 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse.  Please 
provide your answer in 
dollars. 
Open-Ended 
  
  
Demographics  
1 
Ethnicity 
How would you best 
describe your ethnicity?  
Please select all that 
apply. 
African-American 
  
  
2 Asian/Pacific Islander 
3 Caucasian 
4 Hispanic 
5 Other 
6 Prefer not to answer 
1 
Employment 
Status 
Please indicate your 
current employment 
status. 
Employed part-time 
  
  
2 Employed full-time 
3 
Unemployed/seeking 
employment 
4 Retired 
1 Income 
Please provide your 
personal annual income. 
Your best estimate will 
do. 
Open-Ended 
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Appendix Q: Revised Construal Level Manipulations for Study 3_Pre-Test 2 & Study 3 
 
Covert Condition:  
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Control Condition:  
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Appendix R: Revised 10-Item Personal Involvement Inventory (PII) Measures 
 
 
 
Note: Reprinted from Zaichkowsky, Judith Lynne (2015), “The Personal Involvement Inventory: Reduction, 
Revision, and Application to Advertising,” (August). 
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Appendix S: Handbag Images for Supplemental Study 
 
 
 
Note: Designer brand names shown here for reference only.  The designer brand names were removed 
before conducting the pre-test with the participants. 
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Appendix T: Supplemental Study Instrument  
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item Measurement Source 
Screeners 
1-10 
Primary 
Language 
To begin the survey, please 
indicate your primary 
language 
 Same as previous studies 
1 
Gender Please indicate your gender  Same as previous studies 
2 
1 Age Please provide your age. 
Open-Ended 
Same as previous studies 
Unaided Awareness Measures 
1-14 
Unaided 
Awareness 
Please look at the bag and 
then write in the name of 
the brand or designer of the 
bag in the space provided 
below.   
Open-Ended 
Study 1_Pre-tests 1 & 
2 
Involvement Measures  
1-10 
Personal 
Involvement 
Inventory 
(PII) 
See Appendix R 
10-item 
semantic-
differential 
scale  
Zaichkowsky (2014) 
Measured Cultural Capital Measure 
1 
Measured 
Cultural Capital  
(MCC) 
 
In this final task, we'd like 
you to identify the brand 
(designer) name of these 
eight handbags/purses. 
 
Please identify the brand 
(designer) name of the 
handbag/purse pictured 
above. If you don't know, 
please select the "don't 
know" option from the list. 
Drop down list 
for each bag 
with 13 brand 
names with 
options for 
"other" and 
"don't know" 
Studies 1 & 2 
Demographics  
1-6 Ethnicity 
How would you best 
describe your ethnicity?  
Please select all that apply. 
  
Same as previous studies 
1-6 
Relationship 
Status 
Which of the following 
best describes your 
relationship status? 
  
Same as previous studies 
  
  
1-4 
Employment 
Status 
Please indicate your 
current employment status. 
Same as previous studies 
  
1 Income 
Please provide your 
personal annual income. 
Your best estimate will do. 
Open-Ended 
Same as previous studies 
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Appendix U:  Study 3 Instrument  
 
Item 
Number 
Construct Scale Item Measurement Source 
Cronbach's 
α 
Screeners 
1 
Primary 
Language 
To begin the survey, 
please indicate your 
primary language 
English 
    
2 Spanish 
3 Russian 
4 Mandarin 
5 Hindi 
6 French 
7 Italian 
8 Arabic 
9 Other 
1 
Gender 
Please indicate your 
gender 
Male 
    
2 Female 
1 Age Please provide your age. Open-Ended     
SRCC Measures 
1 
Self-Reported 
Subjective 
Knowledge 
Scale                                             
(proxy for 
SRCC) 
I am knowledgeable 
about the most popular 
designer handbags. 
7-point Likert 
scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree 
to 7 = strongly 
agree 
Study 1 α = .90 
2 
I can tell if a handbag is 
worth the price or not. 
3 
I think about designer 
handbags often. 
4 
Designer handbags are 
important to me. 
5 
Most of the people I 
spend time with are 
knowledgeable about the 
most up-to-date designer 
handbags. 
6 
I could use my sense of 
designer handbags as a 
way to impress others. 
7 
I know how to judge the 
quality of a handbag. 
8 
I know enough about 
handbags to feel 
confident when I 
purchase a handbag. 
9 
Among people I know, 
I’m one of the “experts” 
on designer handbags. 
Construal Level Measures & Manipulations  
1 
Pre-Construal 
Measure: 
Handbag 
Attention BIF 
We are going to name a 
variety of different parts 
that could make up a 
Stitching on the 
handbag 
 
Study 2 
 
α = .77 
2 
Hardware of the 
handbag (i.e. 
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Lower 
Construal 
Level Only 
Scale (HBA 
BIF_LCL) 
luxury designer 
handbag/purse.        
 
Please indicate if you 
personally would 
normally pay more or 
less attention to the 
various parts that could 
make up a luxury 
designer handbag/purse. 
 
Please be sure to select 
the one point on the 
scale that best fits your 
answer. You may select 
the one closest to the one 
that best fits your answer 
or any point in between. 
 
Measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. 
buttons/grommets
/chains/etc.) 
3 
Interior material 
of the bag (i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
4 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the handbag 
5 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the handbag 
6 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
handbag brand or 
designer  
7 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
1 
Construal 
Level 
Manipulations 
In the next part of the 
study, we are going to 
show you a recent luxury 
fashion article.  This 
article will be published 
before the start of the 
upcoming fall season.   
 
Please read the article 
completely.  Once you 
have finished reading the 
article, we are going to 
ask you a few questions 
about it. 
Covert Condition 
Randoml
y 
assigned 
to view 
one or 
the other 
 
Study 3 
Construa
l Level 
Manipula
tion Pre-
test 2 
 
2 Control Condition 
1 
Construal 
Level 
Manipulation 
Check 1 
Please indicate how 
much you agree with the 
following statements. 
 
The main point of the 
article was about ... 
the lack of logos 
on some fall 
handbags. 
Revised 
from 
Study 3 
Construa
l Level 
Manipula
tion Pre-
tests 1 & 
2 
 
2 
the obvious use of 
logos on some fall 
handbags. 
3 
how to spot a 
counterfeit bag. 
4 
the new fall 
colors. 
5 
how to pair fall 
colors with 
summer colors. 
6 
how to transition 
your wardrobe 
from summer 
324 
 
colors to fall 
colors. 
1 
Construal 
Level 
Manipulation 
Check 2 
Please indicate how 
much you agree with the 
following statements. 
 
The article I just read 
was … 
Enjoyable Study 3 
Construa
l Level 
Manipula
tion Pre-
tests 1 & 
2 
 
2 Easy to read 
3 Interesting 
4 Informative 
5 Entertaining  
1 
Post-Construal 
Measure: 
Handbag 
Attention BIF 
Lower 
Construal 
Level Only 
Scale (HBA 
BIF_LCL) 
We are going to name 
the different parts that 
could make up a luxury 
designer handbag/purse 
again. 
     
Now that you thought 
more about the different 
parts of a luxury 
designer handbag/purse, 
please indicate if you 
personally would 
normally pay more or 
less attention to the 
various parts that could 
make up a luxury 
designer handbag/purse 
after thinking more 
about them. 
Stitching on the 
handbag 
 
Study 2 
 
α = .80 
2 
Hardware of the 
handbag (i.e. 
buttons/grommets
/chains/etc.) 
3 
Interior material 
of the bag (i.e. 
cotton/silk/leather
/etc…) 
4 
Position or style 
of the zippers on 
the handbag 
5 
Position or style 
of the pockets on 
the handbag 
6 
Subtle detail that 
is specific to the 
handbag brand or 
designer  
7 
Wash and care 
instructions on the 
handbag 
Audience Cultural Capital Manipulations  
1 
Audience 
Cultural 
Capital 
Manipulations 
(ACC) 
High CC Condition Randomly 
assigned to view 
one of the two 
conditions 
Study 1 
  
 
 2 Low CC Condition 
1 Audience 
Cultural 
Capital 
Manipulation 
Check    
 
Please indicate 
how much you 
agree with the 
following 
statements 
about the 
people you are 
meeting for 
lunch in the 
... know a lot about  
designer handbags. 
7-point Likert 
scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree 
to 7 = strongly 
agree 
Study 1 α = .97 
2 
... know how to judge the 
quality of designer 
handbags. 
3 
... do not  know about 
designer handbags. 
(negatively worded) 
4 
... are “experts” on 
designer handbags. 
5 
... are knowledgeable 
about designer handbags. 
6 
... are knowledgeable 
about the most popular 
designer handbags. 
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7 
scenario we 
just 
described.The 
people 
described in          
this scenario 
… 
... can tell if a particular 
designer handbag is 
worth the price or not. 
Dependent Variable 
1 
(In)Conspicuo
us 
Consumption 
(I/CC) 
Imagine a close friend is 
the one going to the 
lunch scenario we just 
described.   
 
While getting ready to 
go, she asks your advice 
on which handbag/purse 
she should bring to lunch 
if she is trying to impress 
the people in the 
scenario. 
 
Which one 
handbag/purse would 
you recommend she 
bring to lunch? 
Select Bag 1, Bag 
2  or Bag 3  
Study 1   
1 
Rationale for 
I/CC 1  
Why would you 
recommend she bring 
this handbag/purse to 
impress the people in the 
lunch scenario? 
Please be as specific as 
possible. 
Open-Ended 
  
  
1 
Rationale for 
I/CC 2                           
How much do 
you agree with 
the following 
statements 
about the 
reasons why 
you would 
recommend 
she bring this 
handbag/purse 
to impress the 
people in the 
lunch scenario? 
 
I would 
recommend 
this handbag 
because … 
...the people at the lunch 
would be able to 
recognize the 
designer/brand/label of 
this handbag. 
7-point Likert 
scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree 
to 7 = strongly 
agree 
Study 1 α = .83 
2 
...I knew it would 
impress the people at the 
lunch. 
3 ...it is expensive. 
4 
...it is considered a status 
symbol. 
5 ...I like the way it looks. 
6 
...it is functional (i.e. 
would hold everything I 
need). 
7 
...I prefer this bag over 
the other bags. 
8 
...this bag is more 
prestigious than the other 
bags. 
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9 
...the people at the lunch 
would be able to 
recognize the logo of this 
handbag. 
10 
...the people at the lunch 
would be able to 
recognize the subtle 
details on this handbag. 
 
 
 
Measured Cultural Capital Measure 
1 
Measured 
Cultural 
Capital  
(MCC) 
 
In this final task, we'd 
like you to identify the 
brand (designer) name of 
these eight 
handbags/purses. 
 
Please identify the brand 
(designer) name of the 
handbag/purse pictured 
above. If you don't 
know, please select the 
"don't know" option 
from the list. 
Drop down list for 
each bag with 13 
brand names with 
options for 
"other" and "don't 
know" 
Studies 1 
& 2 
 
Secondary Measures 
1 
Handbag 
Ratings 
(including 
Conspicuous 
Manipulation 
Check) 
 
This handbag is 
appealing to me. 
7-point Likert 
scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree 
to 7 = strongly 
agree 
  
  
2 
This bag prominently 
displays its trademark. 
(A trademark is a 
distinctive brand or 
designer name, symbol, 
motto, or emblem that 
identifies a product, 
service, or company.) 
3 
Most people would 
recognize the 
designer/brand of this 
bag. 
4 
Only people who know a 
lot about 
handbags/purses would 
be able to recognize the 
designer/brand of this 
bag. 
1 
Attitudes 
Toward 
Designer 
Handbags 
(ATDH) 
I enjoy owning designer 
handbags. 
7-point Likert 
scale from 1 = 
strongly disagree 
to 7 = strongly 
agree 
   α = .71 
2 
I enjoy shopping for 
designer handbags. 
3 
I prefer handbags that 
have the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
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4 
Having the 
brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on the handbag is 
important to me. 
5 
Having the 
brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on handbag helps others 
recognize that it is a 
designer handbag. 
6 
If I carry my designer 
handbag, I want others to 
recognize that it is a 
designer handbag. 
7 
Handbags that have the 
brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them go out of style 
faster than handbags that 
do not have the 
brand/logo/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
8 
Handbags that do not 
have the brand/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them are more classic 
or iconic than handbags 
that do have the 
brand/logo/designer 
predominantly displayed 
on them. 
1 
Number of 
Designer 
Handbags 
Owned 
Approximately, how 
many luxury designer 
handbags/purses do you 
currently own?  Your 
best estimate will do. 
Open-Ended     
1 
Designer 
Handbag 
Shopping 
Frequency 
How often do you look 
at or browse for designer 
handbags/purses, either 
in-store or online? 
Never 
    
Less than Once a 
Year 
Once a Year 
Several Times a 
Year 
Once a Month 
More Than Once 
a Month 
1 
Max Spend on 
a Designer 
Handbag 
Different people are 
willing to spend different 
amounts of money on 
luxury designer 
handbags.  Please 
indicate the maximum 
Open-Ended     
328 
 
amount of money you 
would be willing to 
spend on one luxury 
designer handbag/purse.  
Please provide your 
answer in dollars. 
Demographics & Demand Artifact 
1 
Ethnicity 
How would you best 
describe your ethnicity?  
Please select all that 
apply. 
African-American 
    
2 
Asian/Pacific 
Islander 
3 Caucasian 
4 Hispanic 
5 Other 
6 
Prefer not to 
answer 
1 
Relationship 
Status 
Which of the following 
best describes your 
relationship status? 
Single (not dating 
anyone) 
    
2 
In a relationship 
but not married 
(dating someone) 
3 Married 
4 Separated 
5 Divorced 
6 Widowed 
1 
Employment 
Status 
Please indicate your 
current employment 
status. 
Employed part-
time 
    
2 
Employed full-
time 
3 
Unemployed/seek
ing employment 
4 Retired 
1 Income 
Please provide your 
personal annual income. 
Your best estimate will 
do. 
Open-Ended     
1 
Demand 
Artifact 
Check 
What do think is the 
purpose of this survey? 
Open-Ended   
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